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Staff recommends Planning Commission to recommend approval of Planning
Application PA110027 to the Board of Supervisors for the General Plan
Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment to the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan, and
Area Plan, subject to the attached recommended Findings and Conditions of
Approval.

EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS:

The subject property is vacant and has been used for grazing over many years. It is located within the
foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains. The existing site is comprised of eight lots, totaling 113.7 acres
(See Exhibit 1 for an aerial of the site). Gentle slopes are featured along Santiago Canyon Road, with
steeper slopes in the interior of the property. Slopes exceed 35 percent over about 60 percent of the
project site. The highest point is at an elevation of about 1,800 feet on a ridge at the northeast corner
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of the site and the lowest point is at an elevation of about 1,200 feet at the southeastern tip of the
parcel.

Exhibit 1 - Aerial of Project Site
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A north-south trending, blue line stream traverses the eastern portion of the project site. The site
drains in a series of isolated canyons that flow in a southeasterly direction and ultimately collect at
Aliso Creek, near the southeast corner of the property on the other side of Santiago Canyon Road.
The project site is diverse and includes mildly flat grasslands to steep, densely-vegetated slopes. The
site also includes coast live oaks and some sensitive plant species. Disturbance due to grazing is
evident within the lower elevations of the southern portion of the project site, in addition to
disturbance from the 2007 wildfire that impacted the site. There are no residential structures within
the property boundary. The site is designated as “Suburban Residential” (1B) by the Orange County
General Plan. The project site lies within the “Upper Aliso Residential” (UAR) District in the
northwestern portion of the F/TSP (see Exhibit 2, below).
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PROJECT AND F/TSP BACKGROUND:

On December 19, 1991, the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan (F/TSP) was adopted by the Board of
Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors had directed the County to “1) develop a regulatory Specific
Plan for the area to replace the existing, non-regulatory Foothill/Trabuco Feature Plan, 2) preserve
the rural character of the area; and 3) implement the rural transition area policies of the Growth
Management Plan Element of the County’s General Plan, including the provision of a buffer between
urban development and the Cleveland National Forest” (Environmental Management Agency Report,
August 21, 1991, page 1). This Specific Plan included a development cap on all properties, a
Resources Overlay Component and regulations and guidelines. Planning Commission Staff Reports
between August 21, 1991 and October 24, 1991 are included as Attachment No. 1.

The adopted Specific Plan actually reduced the designated development capacity on a number of
properties, including the Saddle Crest Homes project site. The previous zoning for the Saddle Crest
Homes site before the adoption of the F/TSP was “Residential Hillside Estates” (RHE-10,000),
which allowed about 4.3 dwelling units per acre. Additionally, the Foothill/Trabuco Feature Plan
would have allowed a maximum development capacity of 125 units (see Exhibit 3, below).
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Exhibit 3 — Allowable Development under F/T Feature Plan versus F/TSP
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A goal of the F/TSP was to limit the development within the F/TSP area. Possibly, as a partial result
of the F/TSP adoption, along with other factors, development nearly completely ceased within this
area. Since the adoption of the F/TSP, a total of 92 new homes have been built within the F/TSP area
(this does not include homes rebuilt as part of a demolition, or homes rebuilt that were destroyed by
fire). Eighty-two (82) of these homes were constructed under the grandfathered communities of
Santiago Canyon Estates or the Zadeh subdivision. Therefore, only ten (10) homes were constructed
since December 1991 that followed the regulations of the F/TSP. A table indicating the address and
date of building permit issuance is included as Attachment No. 2.

Within a few years, the County noticed deficiencies in the Specific Plan. The County initiated two
Amendments in 1994 and 1998 (Zone Change Nos. ZC94-06 and ZC98-01). These amendments
attempted to address the following issues:

e Sixty-six percent open space preservation requirement (reducing amount for some projects,
exempting dedications for some projects)
Dedication of natural resources (modifying requirements for one-house developments)
Different processing requirements for single home projects

e Tree removal (allowing existing developments to remove some trees)
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Streamlining review of grading permits and clarifying grading regulations
Permitting limited grading and additional uses within open space areas
Density transfer and clustering

Minor improvements for existing homeowners

Updating inconsistencies in the F/TSP and State law

Editorial corrections

The Staff Reports included as Attachment No. 3, include the concerns that some of the Commission
had about the F/TSP. Some of the concepts in these reports (i.e. striking “natural” from “natural,
open space”, clustering) are the same concepts that will be discussed later in this report. However,
none of these amendments were ever adopted.

The next proposed amendment to the F/TSP was initiated by the developer for the Saddleback
Meadows in 1998 (Zone Change No. 98-3). This amendment modified the entire “Bridlewood
Residential” (BWR) District (development standards, uses permitted, etc.) on Page 111-20 of the
F/TSP and was adopted by Ordinance No. 02-0028 in late 2002.

Another amendment, Zone Change No. 99-4, was initiated by the County in 1999. This amendment
allows minor improvements to existing residences and accessory structures without going to the
Planning Commission, or requiring open space dedication. This amendment was adopted by
Ordinance No. 01-010 in the summer of 2001.

On January 28, 2003, the Orange County Board of Supervisors approved a 162 unit development on
two non-contiguous properties, Saddle Creek and Saddle Crest. In addition to the 35 units approved
on the Saddle Crest project site, 127 units were approved on the 402.5-acre Saddle Creek North and
the 83.6-acre Saddle Creek South project site. Actions taken by the Board of Supervisors for the
previous project included:

e Approval of Area Plan 99-07 for Saddle Crest and Area Plan 99-03 for Saddle Creek
e Certification of Environmental Impact Report No. 578
e Approval of an amendment the F/TSP

Subsequent to the approval by the Board of Supervisors, the EIR was challenged, and ultimately, the
Fourth District Court of Appeal of the State of California overturned the decisions of the Board of
Supervisors in the case of Endangered Habitats League, Inc. vs. County of Orange, (2005) 131 Cal.
App. 4th 777. The Court overturned the approvals based on five main arguments:

e The project is inconsistent with the County’s General Plan because it will cause an
impermissible increase in traffic on Santiago Canyon Road.

e The Specific Plan Amendment is inconsistent with the General Plan in two other ways. First,
it changes the rules to allow balancing of Specific Plan requirements, rather than compliance
with all of them. Second, it exempts the project from otherwise mandatory Specific Plan
requirements.

e The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) uses the wrong test for the threshold of significance
of impacts on biological resources.
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The EIR improperly defers analysis and mitigation to one mitigation measure, construction
interference from noise, supply depots, and vehicle staging areas.

The EIR did not identify the traffic increase on Santiago Canyon Road as a significant
environmental effect, and either adopting mitigation measures or finding mitigation is
infeasible.

Since that time, 304.7 acres of the Saddle Creek North project site were transferred in December
2008 to The Conservation Fund (a non-profit entity whose purpose is land and water conservation).
Additionally, the 83.6-acre Saddle Creek South project site was transferred to the Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) for conservation purposes in April 2011. The remaining 97.8 acres
of Saddle Creek North (known as the Watson parcel) is not proposed for development and is not
included in this application.

SURROUNDING LAND USE:

The project site is a residential use and is surrounded by residential and open space uses. The zoning
for surrounding properties is as follows:

Direction Zoning Designation Existing Land Use
Project Site “Upper Aliso Residential” (UAR) District Vacant
North “Upper Aliso Residential” (UAR) District; Open Vacant; Cleveland
Space Conservation (OSC) District National Forest

Single-Family Dwellings;

East Upper Aliso Residential” (UAR) District Open Space

Upper Aliso Residential” (UAR) District; “Open Single-Family Dwellings;

South Space” (OS) District (City of Lake Forest) Whiting Rgg?t Regional
p . : - e a Single-Family Dwelling;
West Upper Aliso Residential” (UAR) District; “Open Whiting Ranch Regional

Space” (OS) District (City of Lake Forest) Park

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (“CEQA”)

Overview of Project Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”)

The EIR for this project is comprised of the following documents:

Draft EIR — This document was circulated for public review for 49 days between April
20, 2012 and June 4, 2012. In summary, it includes the project description,
environmental analysis, discussion of significant impacts, alternatives analyses,
discussion regarding impacts, and technical studies as part of the appendices. The Draft
EIR is included as Attachment 4.

Final EIR — This includes general responses to issues raised by multiple commenters, the
comment letters received during the public review period, responses to comments, and
revisions to the Draft EIR. The revisions to the Draft EIR contain additional or revised
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information required to prepare a response to a specific comment; applicable updated
information that was not available at the time of the Draft EIR publication; typographical
errors and/or additional mitigation measures to fully respond to commenter concerns as
well as provide additional clarification to mitigation requirements included in the Draft
EIR. The Final EIR is included as Attachment 5.

The County determined that an EIR would be required for this project and issued a Notice of
Preparation ("NOP”) and Initial Study on August 8, 2011 (See Draft EIR Appendix A).
Comments received during the public review period for the NOP, which extended from August
8, 2011 to September 7, 2011, are contained in Draft EIR Appendix A.

The County held one scoping meeting for the Draft EIR on August 31, 2011. Draft EIR Table
1.2 summarizes the issues identified during the scoping meeting along with a reference to the
section(s) of the Draft EIR where the issues are discussed.

The County prepared and circulated the Draft EIR for public review and comment from April 20,
2012 to June 4, 2012. After public comments were received on the Draft EIR, responses to
comments were prepared to respond to the comment letters received. As previously mentioned,
the public comments and responses to comments are both contained in the Final EIR.

Categories Found to Have No Impact

The Initial Study, included as Draft EIR Appendix A, concluded that the project site does not
have the potential to support agricultural activities and is not designated as containing mineral
resource. Therefore, the following topical issues are considered to have no impact and are not
addressed in the Draft EIR:

e Agriculture Resources
e Mineral Resources

Impacts Considered Less than Significant

The Initial Study, included as Draft EIR Appendix A, concluded that all impacts related to
population and housing and recreation would be less than significant or have no impact.
However, based on public comments received during the NOP comment period, a
comprehensive discussion of population growth in the project area is included in the Draft EIR.
In addition, although impacts related to recreation were determined to be less than significant the
issue is also addressed in the Draft EIR due to public interest in the recreation areas in the project
area. Thus, the following topical issues are addressed in the Draft EIR:

e Population and Housing
e Recreation
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Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts

The Draft EIR analyzed 15 environmental categories. The Draft EIR Chapter 1,
Introduction/Summary, contains Table 1-4, which summarizes the environmental impacts,
mitigation measures, and levels of significance before and after mitigation.

From the 15 environmental factors analyzed in the Draft EIR, 3 impacts were found to be
significant and unavoidable. Draft EIR Chapter 4, Remaining Significant Impacts discusses the
remaining significant impacts of the project in detail. The following impacts would remain
significant, unavoidable, and adverse after mitigation measures are applied:

e Air quality — Impact 3.2.2 Violate air quality standards or contribute to air quality
violation.

Construction activities would take approximately 3 years. Short-term construction related
activities would result in violation of air quality standards related to NOx, PM;, and
PM, 5 emissions. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 3.2-1 through 3.2-3 would
reduce emissions of PM, below a level of significance. However, impacts related to
NOx and PMjyy would remain after mitigation has been implemented. Consequently,
Impact 3.2.2 would remain significant and unavoidable. Exceeding the SCAQMD
regional thresholds is common for construction projects that require significant quantities
of soil import/export, as is the case with this project, due to the amount of grading.

e Air quality — Impact 3.2.3 Result in cumulatively considerable increase of non-attainment
criteria pollutants.

Construction of the proposed project would violate air quality standards related to NOx
and PM,, resulting in a significant direct and cumulative air quality impact.
Incorporation of Mitigation Measures 3.2.1 through 3.2.3 would reduce construction
emissions of NOx and PM,,. However, Impact 3.2.3 would remain significant after
mitigation has been implemented.

e Traffic — Impact 3.14.1 Substantial increase in traffic in relation to existing traffic load
and capacity, or conflict with transportation plans, policies or ordinances.

The proposed project would increase traffic in the project area during construction and
would generate approximately 780 daily trips during operation. Project impacts to traffic
capacity would be less than significant and implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.14-
1 through 3.14-3 would reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative (Year 2035)
intersection impacts to a less than significant level. Peak-hour traffic generated by the
proposed project would represent up to about 7.0 percent of the growth in traffic from
existing to Buildout (Year 2035) conditions at the Santiago Canyon Road/Live Oak
Canyon Road intersection (Mitigation Measure 3.14-1) and up to about 3.6 percent at the
El Toro Road/Glenn Ranch Road intersection (Mitigation Measure 3.14-2). However, the
County does not have jurisdiction over proposed improvements (the adversely affected
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intersections are located in the City of Lake Forest); therefore the traffic impacts
associated with the proposed project cannot be assured to be mitigated to a level that is
less than significant.

e Traffic — Impact 3.14.2: Exceed level of service standards established by congestion
management agency, or conflict with congestion management program.

The proposed project would increase traffic volumes at area intersections and on
Santiago Canyon Road. Project impacts to LOS standards would be less than
significant (no mitigation is necessary), and implementation of Mitigation
Measures MM 3.14-1 and MM 3.14-2 would reduce the project’s contribution to
cumulative (Year 2035) intersection LOS impacts to a less than significant level.
However, as the lead agency does not have jurisdiction over proposed
improvements (the adversely affected intersections are located in the City of Lake
Forest), these impacts associated with the proposed project cannot be assured to
be mitigated to a level that is less than significant.

The City of Lake Forest has reviewed the Draft EIR and did not have any objections to the
proposed mitigation measures; however, they will review the Street Improvement Plan for the
proposed improvements within the City. If the County, as the Lead Agency, determines that
unavoidable significant adverse impacts will result from the project, the County must prepare a
“Statement of Overriding Considerations” before it can approve the project. A Statement of
Overriding Considerations states that the decision-making body has balanced the benefits of the
proposed project against its unavoidable significant environmental effects and has determined
that the benefits of the project outweigh the adverse effects and, therefore, the adverse effects are
considered to be acceptable. A Statement of Overriding Considerations will be prepared for the
Board of Supervisors review.

Summary of Project Alternatives

CEQA states that “an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to
the location of the project, which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project, but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives” (14 Cal. Code of Reg. 15126.6(a)).

In addition to the non-clustered scenario discussed below, as described in Chapter 5 of the Draft
EIR, four (4) project alternatives were identified and analyzed in detail for relative impacts as
compared to the proposed project:

e No Project/No Build Alternative

e Reduced Project Alternative (28 units)

e Alternative Site/Density Transfer (113 units on east side of F/TSP)
e Alternative Use (religious facilities)
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These alternatives were developed to avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts of the
project. The reduced project alternative (28 units) was determined by developing a plan that
would only impact 34 percent of the site (including grading and fuel modification zones). The
remainder of the project site would not be disturbed. Please refer to Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR
for a complete discussion of how the alternatives were selected and the relative impacts
associated with each alternative.

In addition, the non-clustered scenario was analyzed throughout the EIR to provide an evaluation
of the impacts that would occur if the site were developed consistent with the existing F/TSP.
The applicant’s engineer has certified that the non-clustered scenario is compliant with all the
F/TSP requirements that can be shown on a Site Plan. This certification is included as
Attachment No. 6. The County does not have the technical engineering and design capabilities
(i.e. AutoCAD) to certify whether the non-clustered scenario is compliant with all provisions of
the F/TSP. However, the applicant is not proposing the non-clustered scenario as its project.

Specific Comments on the Draft EIR
The following are the main issues of concern that were raised by residents opposing this project

proposal. Responses to all comments are included in the Final EIR, which is included as
Attachment No. 5.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS SECTION OF EIR/ISUMMARY

Impacts of the General FEIR Chapter 2 — General Responses (Section 2.1)/DEIR

Plan and Specific Plan The potential environmental impacts of the proposed amendments that
Amendments apply to the County, proposed amendments that apply to the F/TSP, and

proposed amendments that apply to the F/TSP UAR District are
discussed in this section of the FEIR for clarification and more details.

In addition DEIR Section 3.9 - Land Use and Section 3.14 -
Transportation/Traffic discuss potential impacts of the General Plan
and Specific Plan Amendments.

The Project’s Consistency | DEIR Table 3.9-2 Implementation of County of Orange General
with the Intent of the Plan and F/TSP Objectives (Page 3.9-19)

General Plan and F/TSP Shows how the proposed project would be consistent with the objectives
of the General Plan and F/TSP.

FEIR Appendix B - Consistency Checklist

The Consistency Checklist displays that the proposed project is
consistent with all of the F/TSP Regulations. It should be noted, that
similar to the conclusion included in the Draft EIR, the analysis in the
Consistency Checklist recognizes that without approval of certain of the
proposed amendments the proposed project would be inconsistent with
the F/TSP regulations. However, with the proposed amendments, the
proposed project is in “overall compliance with the Specific Plan
Guidelines and with the Goals and Objectives of the Specific Plan.”
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

SECTION OF EIR/SUMMARY

Whether the Proposed
Amendments will Set a
Precedent for Future
Amendments

DEIR Chapter 8 Growth Inducing Impacts (Page 8-8)

Discusses the ability to update land use regulations is recognized as
being within the general grant authority of local governments to regulate
land use.

Whether the Specific Plan
Protects Against Changes

FEIR Chapter 2 — General Responses (Section 2.4)/County of
Orange Zoning Code

The County’s Zoning Code provides that “[a]ny specific plan may be
amended by the same procedure as the plan was adopted (Zoning Code
Section 7-9-156.3). In the case of the F/TSP, that means the Planning
Commission must first hold a public hearing to recommend to the Board
of Supervisors that a proposed specific plan amendment be approved,
disapproved, or conditionally approved (Zoning Code Section 7-9-
156(c)). The Board of Supervisors must then hold at least one public
hearing to approve, disapprove, or conditionally approve the proposed
specific plan amendment (Zoning Code Section 7-9-156(c)).

Environmental Advantages
of Clustering Homes

FEIR Chapter 2 — General Responses (Section 2.5)/DEIR
Throughout the DEIR, the potential impacts of the proposed project and
the non-clustered scenario were analyzed, and in most instances, the
proposed project would result in the similar or reduced impacts as
compared to the non-clustered scenario.

Removal of “Natural” from
the Open Space Regulation

DEIR Section 3.9 - Land Use

Discussion is included on the proposed amendments in this section. The
proposed amendment would delete the term "natural” to eliminate the
ambiguity that now exists in this provision of the F/TSP.

The second portion of the proposed amendment to the F/TSP is
designed to make it clear that grading is allowed during development in
areas that will be preserved as permanent open space, but is not allowed
after initial development is complete.

Growth Inducing Effects

DEIR Chapter 8 - Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project
Examines ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. In addition, an
assessment of other projects that would foster activities which could
affect the environment, individually or cumulatively was included.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS SECTION OF EIR/SUMMARY

Oak Trees DEIR Appendix D.2 - Tree Management and Preservation Plan and
Addendum

Details of the location, size, and health of each tree identified within the
project development envelope are included. Tree monitoring for seven
years, a woodland restoration plan, potential receiver sites and
additional measures for the protection of oak trees during construction
are included.

FEIR Appendix D - Examples of Oak Woodland Restoration
Research

Examples of oak woodland restoration research supporting the
restoration approach and the language from the state mitigation law is
included.

Wildlife Corridor DEIR Section 3.3 - Biological Resources
Wildlife corridors, wildlife, open space preservation and habitat value
are discussed.

FEIR Figure 2.1 - Wildlife Corridor Conservation Area Detail
(revised Figure 3.3-10 from the DEIR)

Shows a view of the distances of the development to the edge of the
wildlife corridor. This figure does not include new information but was
revised to more clearly show the proposed project’s compliance with the
F/TSP setback requirements.

Non-Clustered Scenario DEIR Chapter 1 - Introduction (Page 1-2 of the DEIR)

The non-clustered scenario was included in order to provide a clear
analysis of impacts associated with developing the project site
consistent with the existing F/TSP. However, the non-clustered scenario
is not proposed by the applicant to be developed.

FEIR Figure 2.2 - Conceptual Grading Plan, Non-Clustered
Scenario

A Conceptual Grading Plan was prepared to illustrate the proposed
design and highlight its adherence to the UAR Site Development
Standards. The Conceptual Grading Plan certifies compliance with the
F/TSP Baseline Grading Standards with a signed/stamped copy of the
County’s grading checklist for the F/TSP by a registered civil engineer
incorporated into the plan’s details.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS SECTION OF EIR/SUMMARY
The EIR was Properly FEIR Chapter 2 — General Responses (Section 2.12)
Noticed Public Notice of Availability: The notice was published in the OC

Register. The notice was mailed to parties that expressed interest in the
project and property owners within the Upper Aliso Residential District
of the F/TSP and within 300 feet of the project site.

The DEIR review period lasted 49 days (45 days required by CEQA),
from April 20, 2012 to June 4, 2012.

The Notice of Availability contained a brief description of the project,
location and review/comment period. The anticipated significant
environmental effects were summarized in the notice and well as the
locations of where the Draft EIR was available for public review. At the
time of noticing there were no known scheduled public meetings or
hearing and the site is not considered or near a hazardous site, therefore
it was not necessary to include hazardous information in the notice.

In addition, further notice will be provided in the manner specified by
the Government Code for the General Plan and Specific Plan
amendments.

DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS:

The applicant is requesting approval of an Area Plan for the development of 65 single-family
residences on an approximate 113.7-acre site. In conjunction with the development request, the
applicant is also requesting approval of three (3) General Plan Amendments and twelve (12) Specific
Plan Amendments. It should be noted that the F/TSP has many redundant regulations within the
Specific Plan. Even though the applicant is requesting amending 12 provisions of the F/TSP, only 5
of the amendments would change the development standards or procedures within the F/TSP. The
remaining 7 amendments are to the Consistency Checklist or are to conform to other amendments.
The applicant’s requested Amendments are included as Attachment No. 7. The applicant’s project
description letter is included as Attachment No. 8.

General Plan Amendments

The applicant is proposing amendments to three (3) General Plan Elements and the Introduction
Chapter of the General Plan. The Elements that will be amended are:

e The Growth Management Transportation Implementation Manual (Appendix 1V-1) of the
Transportation Element

e The Growth Management Element (Chapter XI)
The Land Use Element (Chapter I11)
The Introduction (Chapter 1)
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Growth Management Transportation Implementation Manual of the Transportation Element

The applicant is proposing to amend the language in Section IV.G. of Appendix V-1, the
Transportation Implementation Manual of the Transportation Element (Page 19). The existing text in
this section reads:

“The majority of the road miles within the United States consist of two lane
roadways. As a result, a great deal of work has been done throughout the country
regarding the capacity of two lane roads. The most current information and practice
are reflected in the 1997 ‘Highway Capacity Manual’.

For GM Element traffic analyses of Santiago Canyon Road, the methodology
described in the 1997 *Highway Capacity Manual’ (or any subsequent revisions) for
rural two lane highways shall be used, based upon peak hour volumes. The
directional splits shall be as measured during the peak hours. All other adjustment
factors shall be as described in the manual.”

The methodology indicated in the 1997 “Highway Capacity Manual” (HCM) is known as “Percent
Time Spent Following”, or PTSF. This two-lane methodology addresses rural highways where the
driving experience is heavily influenced by the ability to pass slower moving vehicles, rather than the
actual physical capacity of the roadway.

Section I.I. of Appendix 1V-1 (Page 15) requires that Santiago Canyon Road shall maintain Level of
Service “C” on all uninterrupted links of three miles in length. However, according to the “Traffic
Impact Study”, existing traffic conditions on Santiago Canyon Road do not meet the Level of Service
(LOS) requirement found in the General Plan. Refer to the table below for existing traffic conditions
on Santiago Canyon Road.

Existing Santiago Canyon Road Segment Analysis (Highway Capacity Manual Methodology)

AM PEAK HOUR |AM PEAK HOUR| PM PEAK HOUR | PM PEAK HOUR
ROAD SEGMENT PTSF* LOS PTSF* LOS
North of Modjeska
Grade Road 65.0% C 71.2% D
South of Modjeska 0 0
Grade Road 67.6% D 69.1% D
North of Live Oak 67.0% D 68.1% D
Canyon Road

* PTSF = Percent Time Spent Following, which is based on the ability to pass slower vehicles on a two-lane
roadway.
Source: RK Engineering Group, Inc, 2012.

Based on this information, any project that requires a Traffic Study (which is a project that generates
over 200 daily vehicle trips, about 19 new dwelling units) and that will generate new vehicle trips on
Santiago Canyon Road, would not meet this General Plan policy and be inconsistent with the General
Plan. Therefore, this policy is an obstacle to any significant development in most of the F/TSP area,
the Silverado-Modjeska Specific Plan area and the unincorporated area east of the City of Orange.
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The physical conditions that occur on Santiago Canyon Road (i.e. separate turning lanes, wide
shoulders, limited heavy vehicles, etc.) do not match the road conditions for the type of rural roads
for which the PTSF methodology is typically used. Passing is not permitted on the majority of
Santiago Canyon Road. Only 0.63 miles of passing exist on the +/- 11 mile stretch of Santiago
Canyon Road between Live Oak Canyon and State Route 241 (by Irvine Lake). For example, if a car
was travelling behind another car at 60 miles per hour (mph), a low LOS would result since the
second vehicle is unable to pass.

In order to determine whether the PTSF methodology is a good measure of the actual capacity of
Santiago Canyon Road, the “Traffic Impact Analysis” includes travel runs on the uninterrupted
roadway segment of Santiago Canyon Road between Live Oak Canyon Road and Modjeska Grade
Road. Based on the PTSF analysis, existing conditions Santiago Canyon Road would be projected to
operate at average speeds of 43 to 44 mph. In reality, the travel runs revealed average travel speeds
of 52.4 mph during the A.M. peak hour and 51.0 mph during the P.M. peak hour, higher than the
calculated average speeds of 44.0 mph, and indicative of little if any congestion or obstruction of
flow. Santiago Canyon Road has a posted speed limit of 55 miles per hour (mph). However, some
members of the public expressed that this trial run was too limited since it did not go north of
Modjeska Grade Road. Observation by Staff is that the entire length of Santiago Canyon Road
functions in a similar manner as described in the Traffic Impact Analysis. Based on this information,
the PTSF methodology is not a good measure of actual operating capacity of Santiago Canyon Road.

In addition to the operating capacity, Santiago Canyon Road is controlled by two other jurisdictions,
the Cities of Lake Forest and Orange. Lake Forest controls Santiago Canyon Road at the intersection
of Live Oak Canyon Road to the southerly property line of Rancho Las Lomas. At this point, the
road comes under the jurisdiction of the County. Then, very close to the proposed Saddle Crest
Homes project entrance, the jurisdiction of Santiago Canyon Road goes back into the City of Lake
Forest until just south of Modjeska Canyon Road. Santiago Canyon Road is once again in the
County’s jurisdiction until the eastern edge of Irvine Lake, when it enters into the City of Orange’s
jurisdiction. The remainder of Santiago Canyon Road is under the City of Orange’s jurisdiction (to
Jamboree Road). The City of Lake Forest controls approximately 1.92 miles of Santiago Canyon
Road, the County controls approximately 7.51 miles and the City of Orange controls approximately
2.81 miles. See Exhibit 4 for a graphic display of this information.
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Exhibit 4 — Jurisdictional Control of Santiago Canyon Road
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- City of Orange (V/C)
- Saddle Crest Homes Project Area

Both the Cities of Lake Forest and Orange calculate LOS on Santiago Canyon road by using the
“Volume to Capacity” ratio, or V/C. The V/C ratio is also used for all roads within the County of
Orange, excluding Santiago Canyon Road. This methodology compares the traffic volume to the
actual design capacity of a segment and determines how much capacity is being used. According to
the “Traffic Impact Study”, existing traffic conditions on Santiago Canyon Road, when measured
using the V/C ratio, significantly exceeds LOS requirements found in both the County’s General Plan
and the City of Lake Forest’s minimum LOS “D” requirement. Refer to the table below for existing
traffic conditions on Santiago Canyon Road, utilizing the V/C ratio methodology, which results in

LOS “A”.
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Existing Santiago Canyon Road Segment Analysis (Volume to Capacity Ratio Methodology)

ROAD AM PEAK|AM PEAK |AM PEAK| PM PEAK |PM PEAK | PM PEAK
SEGMENT CAPACITY | HOUR HOUR HOUR HOUR HOUR HOUR
VOLUME | RATIO LOS VOLUME | RATIO LOS
N. of Modjeska
GradeRd(NB) | 1790 322 0.19 A 378 0.22 A
N. of Modjeska
Grade Rd (SB) 1,700 292 0.17 A 328 0.19 A
S. of Modjeska
Grade Rd (NB) 1,700 332 0.20 A 414 0.24 A
S. of Modjeska
Grade Rd (SB) 1,700 320 0.19 A 342 0.20 A
N. of Live Oak
Canyon (NB) 1,700 268 0.16 A 438 0.26 A
N. of Live Oak
Canyon (SB) 1,700 357 0.21 A 293 0.17 A
NB = Northbound, SB = Southbound Source: RK Engineering Group, Inc, 2012.

Based on this information, existing traffic conditions within the City of Lake Forest on Santiago
Canyon are acceptable at all measured locations. However, once the same level of traffic moves into
the County’s jurisdiction and is measured using the PTSF methodology, the existing LOS becomes
inconsistent with the County’s General Plan. This would mean that the Cities of Orange and Lake
Forest could theoretically allow additional development that would increase traffic on Santiago
Canyon Road. This would in turn worsen the measured traffic (using PTSF) on the County-controlled
portions of Santiago Canyon Road. This would result in unfairly affecting property owners in the
unincorporated County area.

The applicant is proposing an amendment to the Growth Management Transportation
Implementation Manual of the Transportation Element that would change the methodology for
evaluating the required LOS on Santiago Canyon Road based on the V/C ratio rather than based on
the PTSF. The applicant is proposing to alter the language above to the following language:

“For Growth Management Element traffic analyses of Santiago Canyon Road, the
traffic level of service policy shall be implemented by evaluating peak hour volumes
in relation to the physical capacity of the roadway, using the Volume-to-Capacity
methodology. A lane volume of 1,360 vehicles per hour, which is 0.80 times the
maximum directional lane capacity of 1,700 vehicles per hour, represents Level of
Service “C”. These lane capacity guidelines shall be used to ensure that the Level of
Service “C” capacity of 1,360 vehicles per hour per lane will be maintained”.

This proposed language would change the methodology so that the traffic analysis of Santiago
Canyon Road is consistent throughout the three jurisdictions that control Santiago Canyon Road. It
should be noted that the County will still require that the LOS is maintained at a LOS “C” or better,
whereas in the Cities of Lake Forest and Orange, a minimum LOS “D” is required. Since this
proposed amendment changes the existing PTSF traffic methodology into a methodology that
measures the actual capacity of Santiago Canyon Road that is consistent with other jurisdictions’
methodology of the same Road, as well as, the methodology used by the County on all other roads,
staff is supportive of this amendment. As a practical consideration, the project’s traffic study also
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verifies that current traffic conditions are representative of LOS “A”. It should be noted that the
County would be supportive of this amendment regardless of the applicant. Additionally, the County
has considered pursuing this amendment independently.

Growth Management and Land Use Elements

The applicant is proposing to remove language in the Growth Management Element (Chapter XI)
and add similar language in the Land Use Element (Chapter I1I). The existing Policy No. 6 in the
Growth Management Element reads, “New development within the Silverado-Modjeska Specific
Plan and Foothill-Trabuco Specific Plan planning areas shall be rural in character and shall comply
with the policies of these plans in order to maintain a buffer between urban development and the
Cleveland National Forest” (Page XI-10). The proposed language in the Growth Management
Element would strike the reference to the F/TSP in the above language.

The language pertaining to development policies for the F/TSP is proposed to be relocated from the
Growth Management Element to the Land Use Element. The proposed amendment would add text
after the last paragraph of Major Land Use Policy No. 6., New Development Compatibility on Page
111-32, and read, “new development within the Foothill-Trabuco Specific Plan planning area shall be
designed to maintain a buffer between urban development and the Cleveland National Forest, to be
compatible with adjacent areas, and to reflect the goals of that Plan.” This statement is more
appropriately found in the Land Use Element.

The applicant proposes to remove language stating that new development in the F/TSP shall comply
with “policies” of the F/TSP, as (unlike the Silverado-Modjeska Specific Plan) none of the provisions
of the F/TSP are referred to in the F/TSP as “policies”, only as “goals” or “objectives”. This
discrepancy was recognized by the Court of Appeals in the Endangered Habitats League v County of
Orange decision.

The proposal will remove the policy language in the General Plan, requiring for development to be
“rural in character” within the F/TSP area. However, this proposed amendment will not alter how
projects within the F/TSP are processed. The first stated goal of the F/TSP is to “preserve the rural
character of the area and provide a buffer between urban development and the Cleveland National
Forest” (Section 1.C.1.0.a, Page I-5). This goal will still apply to this project and future projects
within the F/TSP area. The F/TSP also contains objectives that correspond to each of these goals,
including objectives relating to rural character and the forest buffer. In reviewing a proposed project
within the F/TSP, Planning Staff, the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors must
consider the extent to which a proposed project implements these goals and objectives.

Since the term "rural character” is not specifically defined in either the General Plan or the F/TSP,
the applicant is proposing to only remove the language from this location of the General Plan. Each
discretionary application processed by the County must interpret the goals and objectives of the
F/TSP relating to rural character.

Many members of the public have expressed their dissatisfaction with this proposed General Plan
amendment and believe that the applicant is removing the term “rural in character” because the
project is too dense to be rural. However, definitions of “rural in character”, or just “rural” apply to
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all densities, or do not include density at all. For example, in the Land Use Element of the Mariposa
County General Plan, under Section 5.1.01, “Rural Character” states:

“The General Plan creates a balance through which new residents, new property
owners, visitors, and existing constituencies can enjoy quality of life aspects
countywide. Privacy is reflected in community desires to maintain open space
between homes in rural areas of the County. Effective design review guidelines
created for planning areas can ensure rural character is maintained, even with higher
densities and commercial and industrial uses.”

Additionally, Merriam-Webster defines rural as, “of or relating to the country, country people or life,
or agriculture.” Having a “character” of rural would mean to have the appearance of the country or
agriculture. Since commercial agricultural activities are not permitted by right in the F/TSP area,
rural character would mean to have the appearance of the country. However, this is not specifically
defined in the F/TSP or the General Plan and the interpretation of “rural character” could vary over
time and be inconsistently applied.

The community of Trabuco Oaks, Tract 926, was subdivided in December 1928. This subdivision
divided one piece of land into 275 lots. Some property owners purchased multiple lots to have a
larger parcel and today, there are 190 parcels within this community. The average parcel size is 9,160
square feet and the median is 6,662 square feet. With a net density (density excluding roads and
common areas) of approximately 4.75 dwelling units per acre, this community is more dense than the
applicant’s proposal, which has an approximate net density of 2.5 dwelling units per acre.
Furthermore, the US Census considers Trabuco Oaks as part of the “Mission Viejo-Lake Forest-San
Clemente Urban Area (Urban Area No. 57709). Since the Trabuco Oaks community is within the
F/TSP area and due to the nature of this community, staff believes that the Trabuco Oaks community
is “rural in character.” Based on this information, the definition of “rural in character” in the F/TSP
and in the existing General Plan does not apply to density.

Since the proposed amendment clarifies that the F/TSP does not have any “policies” and that this
proposed amendment would not alter how projects are processed in the County, or in the F/TSP area,
staff is supportive of this amendment without the term “rural in character” in this section of General
Plan.

Sections Il and V of the Saddle Crest Homes Area Plan contain general information on how the
project is consistent with preserving the rural character of the F/TSP area. The applicant’s proposal
includes, but is not limited to, rolled curbs without sidewalks, variable setbacks, wide lot frontages,
varying garage setbacks. Additionally, the applicant will be planting oak trees adjacent to Santiago
Canyon right-of-way to enhance the scenic corridor.

Introduction Chapter

The applicant is proposing to add clarification language in Section | of the General Plan (Page I-3).
The new section is proposed to read:
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“Interpretation and Implementation of the General Plan and Specific Plans

The Board of Supervisors (“Board”) as the legislative body of the County of Orange,
has adopted the General Plan and supporting Specific Plans. As such, the Board
retains authority to interpret the General Plan and supporting Specific Plans and all of
their constituent provisions, including their goals, objectives, policies and
implementation measures, such as programs, regulations, standards and guidelines.
The provisions of the General Plan and each Specific Plan are to be interpreted in a
manner that harmonizes their goals, objectives, policies and implementation measures
in light of the purposes of those plans.

It is recognized that in determining plan consistency, no action is likely to be
consistent with each and every goal, objective, policy and implementation measure
contained in the General Plan or a Specific Plan and that the Board may give greater
weight to some goals, objectives, policies and other provisions over other goals,
objectives, policies and provisions in determining whether an action is in overall
harmony with the General Plan and any applicable Specific Plan in light of the plan’s
purpose.

In its decision-making, the Board shall also consider the environmental consequences
associated with a proposed action in applying provisions of the General Plan or a
Specific Plan and whether the action will protect resources in a manner it determines
best advances that plan’s goals relating to environmental resources.”

The amendment being proposed is to clarify that the Board of Supervisors has the authority to
interpret its planning regulatory documents (i.e. General Plan and Specific Plans), and, in so doing,
can give greater weight to some goals, objectives, policies or other provisions over other goals,
objectives, policies or other provisions in a manner that harmonizes them in light of the purposes of
those plans. The amendment also states that the Board shall consider the environmental
consequences of its actions in applying the provisions of the General Plan or Specific Plans in a
manner it determines best advances that plan’s goals relating to environmental resources.

The proposed amendment reflects the language that courts have historically used to describe the
authority that a Board of Supervisors or City Council has in determining consistency with a General
or Specific Plan. In that process, it is also important to note that a General Plan takes precedence over
a Specific Plan and therefore, while the Specific Plan must be consistent with the General Plan, the
General Plan is not limited by or required to be consistent with a Specific Plan.

The proposed amendment to the General Plan is intended to describe the Board of Supervisor’s
authority to interpret the General Plan and supporting Specific Plans. This amendment is also
intended to summarize existing State Law governing a legislative body’s determination as to whether
a proposed action is consistent with the jurisdiction’s general plan and any applicable specific plan.
The amendment does not change existing policy. It simply articulates well-established legal
principles relating to interpretation and application of general plan provisions, including plan
provisions relating to protection of environmental resources.
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Judicial decisions have confirmed that “perfect conformity” with each and every policy in a General
Plan is not required, as no proposed project can satisfy entirely every such policy (see, e.g., Sequoyah
Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland, 23 Cal. App.4th 704, 719 (1993)). Rather, a project is
consistent with the General Plan if it furthers General Plan policies and objectives and does not
obstruct their attainment (Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange, 131 Cal. App. 4th
777, 782 (2005)). As the court explained in Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland:

“[1]t is beyond cavil that no project could completely satisfy every policy stated in the
[general plan], and that state law does not impose such a requirement. A general plan
must try to accommodate a wide range of competing interests—including those of
developers, neighboring homeowners, prospective homebuyers, environmentalists,
current and prospective business owners, jobseekers, taxpayers, and providers and
recipients of all types of city-provided services—and to present a clear and
comprehensive set of principles to guide development decisions. Once a general plan
is in place, it is the province of elected city officials to examine the specifics of a
proposed project to determine whether it would be “in harmony” with the policies
stated in the plan.” Source: 23 Cal. App.4th at 719 (internal citations omitted).

The ability and necessity for a decision-making body to interpret its adopted General Plan and
Specific Plans is an inherent part of the development review process, not only in Orange County, but
in cities and counties throughout the state. The proposed amendment reflects the fact that decision-
makers are often required to determine the relative priorities of the values upon which various
policies or implementation actions in a plan are based, when interpreting and applying them. It does
not change the way in which mandatory regulations must be applied. While it is explanatory, it will
not change the way the County interprets or applies it General Plan and Specific Plans, therefore,
staff is in support of this proposed amendment.

General Plan Consistency

The project site’s General Plan Land Use Designation is “Suburban Residential” (1B). The Suburban
Residential Land Use Designation is characterized by a wide range of housing types, from estates on
large lots to attached dwelling units (townhomes, condominiums, and clustered developments).
According to the General Plan, this Land Use Designation permits the greatest flexibility for
residential development. Residential building intensity for Suburban Residential ranges from 0.5 to
18 dwelling units per acre. At 2.5 dwelling units per net acre, the proposed detached residential
project is within the density limits considered by the Suburban Residential Land Use Designation and
is therefore consistent with the General Plan’s Land Use Designation. The F/TSP limits the number
of dwelling units to 65 for the subject property, which represents the applicant’s proposal.

A detailed analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with the applicable goals and policies of the
various elements of the County of Orange General Plan is provided in the corresponding section in
the Draft EIR (i.e. Traffic Element Consistency is discussed in Chapter 3.14, Transportation and
Traffic). The analysis in the DEIR concludes that the proposed project would be consistent with the
applicable goals and policies of the County of Orange General Plan, subject to the approval of the
proposed General Plan Amendments.
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Regional Plan Consistency

Senate Bill (SB) 375 is a California state law that became effective January 1, 2009. It prompts
California regions to work together to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from cars and light
trucks. This new law seeks to achieve this objective by requiring the integration of planning
processes for transportation, land-use and housing. The plans emerging from this process will lead to
more sustainable communities that will provide more transportation and housing choices for
residents. SB 375 requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop regional reduction
targets for GHG emissions from automobiles and light trucks. The regions, in turn, are tasked with
creating a “Sustainable Communities Strategy” (SCS), which combines transportation and land use
elements in order to achieve the emission reduction target, if feasible. Within the County of Orange,
the SCS is created by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).

On April 4, 2012, SCAG adopted the “2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy” (RTP/SCS) for the region. Policies in the RTP/SCS are developed at a
regional level and are not intended to be applied to an individual project. Nonetheless, local planning
agencies are encouraged to conform their various planning documents to the RTP/SCS. Additionally,
the amount of residential development predicted in the RTP/SCS includes the development allowed
in General Plans for all local jurisdictions, including the County of Orange. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS
anticipates an increase in the number of dwelling units in the “Traffic Analysis Zone” (TAZ) that
includes the location of the proposed Saddle Crest Homes project. Since the proposed project is
consistent with the land use designations in the County of Orange General Plan (as mentioned
earlier), the project would also be consistent with the development projected in the RTP/SCS.

Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan Amendments

The applicant is requesting to amend the F/TSP at 12 separate locations. As mentioned above, even
though the applicant is requesting to amend 12 provisions of the F/TSP, only 5 of the amendments
would change the development standards or procedures within the F/TSP. The remaining 7
amendments are to the Consistency Checklist or are to conform to other amendments. A summary of
the 5 main amendments are listed below and will be discussed at greater detail later in the report:

1. Acknowledge the changes that have occurred with respect to environmental planning (such as
biological mitigation, fire management and hydromodification) as well as changes that have
occurred since the adoption of the F/TSP (Section I.A.).

2. Add an objective to the F/TSP to recognize that the plan provides for alternative approaches
relating to grading in order to reduce impacts to biological resources, increase on-site open
space, and/or further the F/TSP’s goal of providing a buffer between urban development and
the Cleveland National Forest, while ensuring that major ridgelines and major rock
outcroppings are preserved as provided in the Resources Overlay Component (Section
I.C.2.a.2).).

3. Modify F/TSP provisions relating to oak tree mitigation to modify the standards governing
transplantation of oak trees so that large trees removed for development need not be
transplanted if they would not survive transplantation or are in poor health and to allow oak
trees to be replaced under either the tree replacement scale or an approved Tree Management
and Preservation Plan that would provide equally effective mitigation (Sections 11.C.3.3,,
I11.E.1.c.3,, and Appendix A).
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4. Amend provisions of the UAR District Regulations to provide that the County has the
authority to approve alternative Site Development Standards relating to building site area and
grading if the development plan would result in greater overall protection of environmental
resources than would result if the Development Plan fully complied with those Site
Development Standards within the existing F/TSP. This amendment would provide the
ability to cluster development to better accomplish goals of the F/TSP (Section 111.D.8.8., and
Appendix A)

5. Amend a provision in the UAR District Regulations to confirm that grading is allowed during
initial development in areas that will be designated as open space after completion of
development (Section 111.D.8.8.i and Appendix A).

Introduction F/TSP Amendment

This proposed amendment adds the following clarifying language after the first paragraph in Section
1.A, “Authorization and Purpose”, of the F/TSP (Page I-1):

“Since the adoption of the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan, advances in scientific and
technical information relating to oak tree mitigation/restoration, fire management,
preservation of biological resources, hydrology and hydromodification, as well as
changes in state laws, have led to the development of environmentally superior
methods to protect resources and reduce potential environmental impacts associated
with the implementation of projects within the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan area.
Additionally, since the adoption of the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan, the County
has undergone certain changes, including the elimination of the potential for the
development of several large parcels anticipated by buildout in the Foothill/Trabuco
Specific Plan area, as well as other changes.”

Since the F/TSP was adopted in December 1991, State and Federal regulations have changed due to
technological advancements, particularly in environmental planning. The proposed amendment
acknowledges the understanding of environmentally superior methods to protect resources and
reduce environmental impacts associated with the implementation of projects since 1991.
Additionally, the County has undergone some changes to the F/TSP area, such as some portions of
the F/TSP being annexed into the City of Lake Forest. This amendment is merely for clarification
purposes only. Staff agrees with the information presented by the applicant and is supportive of this
proposed amendment.

New F/TSP Specific Plan Objective Amendment

The applicant is proposing to add a new “Area-Wide Objective” to the F/TSP to recognize alternative
grading approaches that yield an environmentally superior project. The proposal will add the
following language to the “Resource Preservation” objective (Section 1.C.2.a.2.)f.), on Page I-6:

“Provide for alternative approaches relating to grading in order to reduce impacts to
biological resources, increase on-site open space, and/or further the Plan’s goal of
providing a buffer between urban development and the Cleveland National Forest,
while ensuring that significant landforms (defined as major ridgelines and major rock
outcroppings) are preserved as provided in the Resources Overlay Component.”
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This amendment captures the range of alternative grading approaches already allowed by the F/TSP
and that are proposed to be allowed within the UAR District. In several places in the F/TSP,
alternative grading standards are allowed in the interest of achieving superior environmental
outcomes. This proposed objective recognizes what the F/TSP already allows, and goes beyond the
existing goals and objectives to promote grading alternatives that result in superior biological and
other environmental outcomes.

This proposed amendment would only slightly alter future project reviews within the F/TSP. In the
event that a future applicant proposes a project using an alternative grading method in the F/TSP,
staff and the Approving Authority will need to ensure that the proposed project is consistent with the
new objective of overall improved biological outcome. It is staff’s opinion that this goal is necessary
to ensure that the proposed grading amendment (discussed in detail later) is consistent with the goals
and objectives of the F/TSP. Therefore, staff is supportive of this proposed amendment.

Alternative Oak Tree Mitigation Amendment

The applicant is proposing to amend the existing oak tree replacement provisions within the F/TSP to
allow for more extensive and effective oak tree mitigation than the existing tree replacement scale
found in Section 11.C.3.3.a. (Page 11-18) of the F/TSP. The applicant is proposing to amend the
language in this Section (but on Page 11-17) to read (in strikethrough format):

“Any oak tree removed which is greater than five (5) inches in diameter at 4.5 feet
above the existing grade shall be transplanted. If any oak tree over 5 inches in
diameter is either in poor health orand would not survive transplantation, as certified
by an arborist, said tree shall be replaced either according to the replacement scale
indicated below or as provided in an approved Tree Management and Preservation
Plan designed to provide more extensive and effective mitigation. If any oak tree dies
within five years of the initial transplantation, it shall also be replaced according to
the replacement scale indicated below or as provided in an approved Tree
Management and Preservation Plan designed to provide more extensive and effective

mitigation.”

In order for the F/TSP to be consistent, the applicant is also proposing to amend Section
I11.E.1.0.c.3).a), (Page 111-77); Appendix A (F/TSP Project Consistency Checklist), Section V.B.2.
(Page A-9); and Appendix A (F/TSP Project Consistency Checklist), Section VI.C (Page A-13), all
with the same change identified above.

The purpose of the F/TSP is to “preserve significant stands of oak woodlands (Page 11-15). Even one
of the objectives of the F/TSP is to “preserve significant biological resources, including oak
woodlands...” (Objective a.2.)c.) Page 1-6). Furthermore, the F/TSP states, “Oak Woodlands shall be
preserved in an undisturbed state to the greatest extent possible while still allowing for reasonable
development” (Page 11-17). Based on these sections of the F/TSP it can be deduced that only
“significant” oak woodlands are to be preserved (in addition to the oak tree canopy along Live Oak
Canyon Road); therefore, non-significant oak woodlands and individual oak trees can be removed.
The proposed amendment will not alter this threshold and future applicants will still be required to
preserve “significant” oak woodlands and the oak tree canopy on Live Oak Canyon Road.
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In the event that a tree is proposed to be removed, the F/TSP requires that it “shall be transplanted”
(Page 11-17). Only in the event that the oak tree is “in poor health and would not survive
transplantation,” may an oak tree be replaced with new, 15-gallon minimum size oak trees at the
scale indicated in the F/TSP. However, recent studies have shown that both transplantation and by
only planting minimum 15-gallon size trees is not the most effective mitigation.

Oak trees in urban areas can be more easily transplanted because they are relocated into urban
settings where they may receive more care and an ample supply of irrigation for the remainder of
their lives. Oak trees are not as readily transplanted when they are naturalized (grown in the field
from an acorn) and even less likely to survive transplant when they are damaged (such as fire damage
that occurred to most oaks on the project site). Even healthy oaks are very sensitive to root impacts,
loss of roots, changes in position, torsional stresses, etc.

Naturalized oak trees grow under a much different regime then urban trees. They do not receive
irrigation, relying on natural precipitation and ground water. Native oak trees are very sensitive to
root disturbances. Tree relocation involves the removal of up to 90 percent of a tree’s root mass. This
is equivalent to removing the base from a wine glass and then expecting the glass to perform the
same function. Trees that lose most of their root mass must then be cared for at an intensive level for
at least a 5- to 10-year period. The trees will exist in a declining spiral, requiring diligent and costly
monitoring and maintenance for the rest of their lives, and based on the prominent landscape
locations they must be transplanted into, do not provide high level habitat value. Semi-mature and
mature oak trees that are relocated often eventually die, rather than providing a valuable “oak
woodland” area.

Planting only 15-gallon minimum size trees as replacement trees within existing “Oak Woodland”
area introduces risks as the larger, new 15-gallon trees are typically more sensitive, require more
water, and are harder to establish than planting acorns, seedlings, and smaller container trees. Since
the F/TSP was written, research tends to point to restoring “Oak Woodlands” with the use of acorns
and these performance enhancing techniques.

See Attachments 9 forl10 for research on the low success rate of oak tree transplantation and on the
use of acorns. Additional research on current oak tree mitigation practices and research can be found
in Appendix D of the Final EIR. The establishment of oak trees as mitigation for impacted trees has
occurred in various forms throughout California. Many mitigation efforts failed, because they were
based on tree and woodland mitigation codes and requirements that were not supported by science.
These failed mitigation efforts ultimately lead to establishment of a standard for oak tree mitigation
in California, Public Resources Code Section 21083.4. See Attachment 9 for the language of this oak
tree mitigation. Tree planting under the State Law is encouraged to be in the form of restoring former
oak woodlands and monitoring and maintaining the oak trees for seven years. The proposed
amendment would not alter the required tree replacement scale for sycamore trees (which is the same
scale as oak trees) and all other trees.

The applicant’s Tree Management and Preservation Plan, included in Appendix D2 of the Draft EIR,
indicates that the proposal will protect and completely preserve 422 Coast Live Oak trees in place.
An additional 46 oak trees will be protected and preserved, but would be subject to thinning for fuel
modification. Lastly, the applicant will remove a total of 151 oak trees. The applicant’s proposed
mitigation for the removal of oak trees is to plant a total of 281 oak tree containers (ranging from 1-
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gallon to 66-inch box in size) and to plant up to 2,000 acorns. Approximately 12 to 30 percent of the
planting will occur in transition areas, such as fuel modification zones and perimeters of the project
envelope. The remainder of the planting would likely occur in the preserved Oak Woodland areas in
an effort to reforest these Oak Woodlands.

Staff is supportive of the proposed amendment, as the proposal reflects current oak tree mitigation
methods recognized by multiple jurisdictions and the State of California (refer to Appendix D in the
Final EIR). However, staff recommends that a Finding should be required so the Approving
Authority can justify using the more effective mitigation measure rather than the replacement ratio
presently found in the F/TSP. This new finding should be added to this Section of the F/TSP.

“Upper Aliso Residential” District Site Development Standards Amendment

The applicant is proposing to add alternative development standards to the “Upper Aliso Residential”
(UAR) District in Section 111.D.8.8. of the F/TSP. This proposal would eliminate the minimum and
average lot size requirement, as well as, the grading standards within the UAR District as long as the
alternative provided greater environmental protection than a project that adhered to the existing
development standards within the UAR District. Specifically, the applicant is proposing to add the
following language at the end of Page 111-53:

“n.

(1) Alternatives to the Site Development Standards in section 8.8(a) (building site
area) and section 8.8 (h) (grading standards) may be approved for an Area
Plan if the Area Plan would result in greater overall protection of
environmental resources than would be provided through compliance with
those standards. Such alternatives may be approved if it is determined that
the Area Plan or other plan for development implements the Foothill/Trabuco
Specific Plan’s goals relating to protection of biological resources,
preservation of open space, provision of a buffer between development and
the Cleveland National Forest, and protection of significant land form
features in a manner that would provide greater overall environmental
protection than would compliance with the Site Development Standards in
sections 8.8(a) and 8.8(h). Approval of such alternative standards shall not be
subject to the provisions of section 111 G 2.0 d.

(2) To the extent that alternative site development standards relating to building
site area and grading are approved for an Area Plan as provided in subsection
(1), above, those alternative site development standards shall serve as the
development and design guidelines for the development in place of the
Development and Design Guidelines in section IV C that would otherwise

apply.”

In order for the F/TSP to be consistent, the applicant is also proposing to amend the language in
Appendix A (F/TSP Consistency Checklist), Section 1V.A.8. (Page A-4):



OC Planning Report — July 25, 2012

PA110027 — Saddle Crest Homes

Page 27 of 48

Below is a table comparing the existing development standards for “Upper Aliso Residential”
District with the proposed development standards for the UAR District:

Project Comparison with “Upper Aliso Residential”” District Site Development Standards

STANDARD EXISTING UAR STANDARDS | PROPOSED UAR STANDARDS

- . 1 acre average; No average™;
Building Site Area % acre min. 8,000 sq. ft. min.
Scenl_c Roadway Setback 100 feet 100 feet
(Santiago)
Building Site Depth 100 feet min. 100 feet min.
Building Site Width 80 feet min. 80 feet min.
Grading per Unit 3,000 C.Y. None*
Maximum Height of Cut or Fill 30 feet for private roads serving

two of more units None*

Slopes

10 feet all other locations

Front Sethack 6 feet min., 20 feet average 6 feet min., 20 feet average
Side Setback 10 feet min., 25 feet aggregate 10 feet min., 25 feet aggregate
Rear Setback 20 feet 20 feet

* If project would result in greater overall protection of environmental resources

This F/TSP amendment is proposed to allow for the approval of alternative grading standards and
building site areas if the project’s Area Plan shows that the approval of these alternatives would
result in greater overall protection of environmental resources than would be provided through
compliance with the existing F/TSP standards within the UAR District. Other development standards
within the UAR District (i.e. setbacks, site coverage, building site depth and width) would not be
modified. Allowing a greater amount of grading to accommodate development within a more
compact footprint, rather than over a larger area, is likely to have less severe biological impacts than
development alternatives involving a more disbursed development pattern. The existing UAR
development standards require subdivisions with a minimum average building site area of 1 acre.
Other regulations found in the F/TSP and State law would discourage development on sensitive
biological communities. Because the UAR requires a minimum average “building site area” rather
than an average “lot area”, areas that contain sensitive biological communities would be incorporated
into individual lots, rather than creating a separate lot specifically for open space preservation since
these lots would not be considered in the average “building site area”. An example of this type of
subdivision, Tract No. 14749 (Goren Property) is shown in Exhibit 5, below.
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Exhibit 5 — Tract No. 14749 Subdivision (Goren Property)
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As shown in this exhibit, sensitive communities would be preserved as open space with a scenic
preservation easement. However, the open space is fragmented and is owned by multiple property
owners. Information provided by residents as a response to the Draft EIR, show that animals (in this
study, cougars), “have large home ranges and...habitat must be either contiguous with or connected
to at least several hundred square miles of suitable habitat” (Beier, Paul, Reginald H. Barrett. The
Cougar in the Santa Ana Mountain Range, California Dept. of Forestry and Resource Management,
University of California — 1993, Page 14; Appendix H4 in Attachment No. 5). This type of
development preferred by the F/TSP is not the best way to preserve significant, contiguous portions
of habitat.

The F/TSP does require that these open space areas be offered to OC Parks for dedication. However,
due to limited resources at the County level, OC Parks does not typically accept these open space
areas. Therefore, the open space preservation areas would be the responsibility of individual property
owners.

Most property owners would likely keep these open space areas well maintained. However, some
property owners may disregard or not be aware of the easement preservation areas and may alter
these areas without the proper permits. If this were to happen, no private organization could legally
stop the illegal activity on the private property. Only the County of Orange (by opening a Code
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Enforcement violation) would be empowered to stop the illegal activity. Enforcing these violations is
challenging given the remote location of the F/TSP area. Additionally, significant harm could have
been done to the environment, which could take years to rectify. It would be beneficial to these
sensitive biological communities to create a separate lot, which could be controlled by a Home
Owner’s Association, or a conservation group whose purpose would be to preserve and maintain
these open space lots. In the event that someone was to attempt to alter the open space area without
permission, the private entity controlling the open space lot would be able to address the issue.

The proposed amendment, which would allow for the same amount of homes on a smaller footprint
(increased project net density, same gross density) to avoid potential environmental impacts of a
project with a larger footprint, is known as “clustering.” Clustering is a relatively new Planning
design concept that is beginning to be accepted and codified in numerous jurisdictions in Southern
California. For example the County of Ventura established a “Residential Planned Development
(RPD) Zone” that encourages “an efficient use of land particularly through the clustering of dwelling
units and the preservation of natural features of site; variety and innovation in site design, density and
housing unit options, including garden apartments, townhouses and single-family dwellings; lower
housing costs through the reduction of street and utility networks...[and] a more varied, attractive
and energy-effective living environment as well as greater opportunities for recreation that would be
possible under other zone classifications” (Ventura County Code, Section 8104-3.3). The same code
is also found within the regulations for the City of Moorpark (Section 17.16.040). It should be noted
that densities do vary under this provision, but denser projects would be permitted in Ventura County
and Moorpark than the maximum net density of 5.45 units per acre that could be allowed by the
applicant’s proposal (1 unit per 8,000 square feet).

Additionally, the County of San Luis Obispo has a “cluster” section in their code that allows for
modifications to density requirements. Their code allows “[A]t the option of the land division
applicant, the minimum parcel sizes established by this Chapter for the Rural Lands, Recreation,
Residential Rural, Residential Suburban and Residential Single Family categories may be decreased”
(County of San Luis Obispo Section 22.22.140). This Code allows for increased net density, but
requires the same gross density. It also requires a minimum size open space parcel. The applicant’s
proposed amendment to the UAR District development standards is similar to this provision in the
County of San Luis Obispo. This “Cluster Division” Code is included as Attachment No. 12.
Clustering has also been incorporated into the Zoning and/or Subdivision Codes for the Counties of
San Diego, Santa Barbara and Riverside.

Furthermore, the County of Orange has done a similar type of “clustering” for The Ranch project in
South County. On June 9, 2005 and August 16, 2005, the County entered into a settlement agreement
between the County, Rancho Mission Viejo, the City of Mission Viejo and concerned environmental
groups. This agreement removed development from areas in the Ranch Plan and transferred the units
lost in these areas by “concentrating development with lower biological resource values” (Addendum
to FEIR No. 589, Page 4). A synopsis of this settlement agreement is included in Attachment No. 13.

Although this amendment covers the entire UAR District, in practicality, the effect of the amendment
is limited. The parcels that have the “Upper Aliso Residential” land use designation are indicated in
Exhibit 6, below.
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Exhibit 6 — UAR Designated Properties

- UAR Zone

Within the UAR District, the F/TSP allows for a maximum residential build-out of 429 dwelling
units. It should be noted that throughout the F/TSP, it is very clear that this is a theoretical cap and
does not promise a developer that this total will be achieved. As of July 2012, there are a total of 118
legal building sites within the UAR District. Of these 118 legal building sites, 104 are established
single-family residences. The 14 remaining are vacant legal building sites. Therefore, at this time, the
UAR District is only built out to 24.2 percent of the capacity envisioned within the F/TSP.

Additionally, since the adoption of the F/TSP, numerous properties have been completely or partially

transferred to conservation agencies. See Exhibit 7, below, for a summary of development in the
F/TSP.
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Exhibit 7 — Summary of Development in the F/TSP

- UAR Zone

Proposed
- Saddle Crest =
Homes Project

Built-out
Parcels

Permanently
Preserved as
Natural Open
Space

No additional
I - subdivisions
permitted

As shown on this exhibit, Edgar Ranch North, Edgar Ranch South, a portion of Live Oak B and Live
Oak Limited have been transferred to a government or private entity with the purpose of preserving
these areas as permanent open space. Additionally, the VVarshney property has recently been acquired
by the County of Orange for the purpose of being eventually transferred to the United States
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, which maintains the Cleveland National Forest (per Staff
Report from Board of Supervisors Meeting on June 26, 2012, Item No. 58). Including the Varshney
property, a total of 146 units have been removed from ever being built in the UAR District (34
percent of maximum development envisioned by the F/TSP). Therefore, including the Saddle Crest
Homes project, only a maximum of 165 units would be able to be built using the alternative site
development standards within the UAR District.

Based on this information, staff is supportive of the applicant’s proposal to allow the clustering of
units as long as it would result in a superior biological outcome than if a project was developed under
the existing UAR Site Development Standards. However, staff recommends that a Finding should be
required so the Approving Authority can justify using the Alternative Site Development Standards,
rather than the existing UAR Site Development Standards. This new finding should be added to this
Section of the F/TSP. Additionally, staff recommends that a title be added to subsection “n” for
consistency purposes. Staff recommends the following change to the applicant’s proposal (with
staff’s recommendation underlined):
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“n. Alternative Site Development Standards.
(1) Alternatives to the Site Development Standards in section 8.8(a) (building site
area) and section 8.8 (h) (grading standards) may be approved...”

“Upper Aliso Residential” District Open Space Amendment

The applicant is proposing to amend the open space requirements for the “Upper Aliso Residential”
(UAR) District in Section 111.D.8.8.i. of the F/TSP (Page 111-52). The proposed amendment would
delete the term "natural™ to eliminate the ambiguity that exists in the UAR District regulations and to
allow grading within the open space areas during initial site development. Specifically, the applicant
is amending this section to read (in strikethrough format):

“Each individual project proposal (excluding building sites of one (1) acre or less
which were existing at the time of Specific Plan adoption) shall preserve a minimum
of sixty-six (66) percent of the site in permanent—ratural open space which shall be
offered for dedication in fee or within preservation easements to the County of
Orange or its designee...No grading, structures (including stables and corrals), walls
(except for river rock walls not to exceed three feet), fences (except open fencing) or
commercial agricultural activities shall be permitted in the ratural open space area.
Fuel modification shall be permitted within said open space areas if required by the
Fire Chief in conjunction with an approved Fuel Modification Plan; however, the
development should be designed so that fuel modification impacts to open space
areas are minimized. This provision does not prohibit grading during site
development within areas that will remain as open space after development is

completed.

In order for the F/TSP to be consistent, the applicant is also proposing to amend the language in
Appendix A (F/TSP Consistency Checklist), Section 1V.B. (Page A-4).

Use of the word “natural” in the existing F/TSP has led to different interpretations of this provision to
prohibit any activities during development that would alter or disturb any open space area that will
later be preserved as open space. For example, in 2005, the Fourth Appellate District defined
“natural” as “not artificial or manufactured,” (Endangered Habitat League, Inc. v. County of Orange,
(2005) 131 CaI.App.4th 777 at p. 15). However, the County has not consistently interpreted this
provision to completely prohibit all alteration to the open space areas. First, it should be noted that
Section 111.B (page I11-1) of the F/TSP states that “[t]he meaning of words, phrases and terms used in
the Specific Plan shall be the same as provided in Zoning Code sections 7-9-21 through 7-9-44,
unless otherwise defined in Appendix C.” Appendix C does not include a definition of open space,
thus the Zoning Code definition of open space would apply. Based on this text, the definition of
“open space” in the F/TSP area would use the same definition in the Zoning Code, which is:

“Any parcel or area of land or water, public or private, which is reserved for the
purpose of preserving natural resources, for the protection of valuable environmental
features, or for providing outdoor recreation or education. For the purposes of
measuring the amount of open space, it does not include public/private road right-of-
way areas, driveway and parking areas not related to recreational uses, any buildings,
building setback areas, or the required space between buildings, and surface utility
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facilities. Open space may include structures and impervious surfaces as identified in
‘open space, useable’” (Section 7-9-36, page 16).

Additionally, “open space, usable” is defined as, “Open space without any slopes in excess of twenty
(20) percent. Such open space may include structures and impervious surfaces such as tot lots,
swimming pools, basketball courts, tennis courts, picnic facilities, and greenbelts with walkways or
bicycle trails” (page 16).

Thus, one interpretation of the term “natural open space” in the UAR Site Development Standards is
that it refers to land preserved as open space that is not “usable” open space (i.e., open space that
does not contain structures and impervious surfaces), and which is reserved to preserve or protect
natural resources, environmental features or to provide other benefits to the environment. Other
interpretations are also possible. This has resulted in inconsistent application of this provision in the
past. Additionally, inconsistent interpretation could also have resulted from the fact that no other
County specific plan or planned community text completely prohibits grading within open space
areas. Even in the nearby community of Coto de Caza, the Coto de Caza Specific Plan states that
“Grading in Resource Preservation areas should be prohibited except for trail and public safety
purposes such as fuel modifications. Cut and fill should be limited to 10 feet in height” (page 16).
The Zoning Code also allows remedial grading within open space, in neighboring communities
developed under the County’s jurisdiction, but now within the City of Lake Forest, such as Portola
Hills and Foothill Ranch P.C. text. Refer to Attachment No. 14 for open space definitions throughout
the County of Orange and in former County communities in the City of Lake Forest.

As a likely result of inconsistent definitions and inconsistent application of open space preservation
throughout unincorporated areas, among the planning applications that were located and reviewed by
County Staff, only two of eleven grading applications previously approved by the County within the
F/TSP area meet the definition of “natural” open space, in which no development or construction
activities were allowed within the open space areas. Of the nine applications that do not conform to
this definition, two applications included grading within the open space preservation areas. Two
applications included previous grading in the calculation of the open space areas. An additional five
applications included other minor improvements within the open space preservation areas (utility
easements, drainage and irrigation lines, etc.). The table below indicates the Planning Applications
that were located and reviewed by County Staff within the F/TSP that included grading with the
construction of a new house, or an addition in excess of 640 square feet. With the exception of two
Planning Applications, the projects in the table below include some form of disturbance with the area
calculated as “natural” open space.
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Previously Approved and Constructed Planning Applications with Open Space Dedications

APPLICATION LOCATION COMMENTS

AP 93-003 30752 Hamilton Trail No grading requested within “natural” open
space areas.

PA940169 20091 Rose Canyon Drive Previous grading was allowed in calculation
of the “natural” open space areas.

PA990044 19601 Live Oak Canyon Road “Natural” open space areas includes: a
driveway, turnaround, grading, a septic tank
with leach lines and a retaining wall up to 9
feet tall.

PA990054 30461 Hamilton Trail No grading requested within “natural” open
space areas, but “natural” open space areas
contain irrigated fuel modification zone(s).

PA990201 & 18486 Country Home Road No grading requested within “natural” open

PA040084 space areas, but “natural” open space areas
contain irrigated fuel modification zone(s).

PA000015 19401 Oakie Dokie Lane Previous grading was allowed in calculation
of the “natural” open space areas.

PA010072 & 19878 Live Oak Canyon Road No grading requested within “natural” open

PA070043 space areas, but “natural” open space areas
contain irrigated fuel modification zone(s).

PA010093 19341 Oakie Dokie Lane “Natural” open space areas includes: grading
and one retaining wall - up to 12 feet tall.

PA020041 20502 Rose Canyon Road No grading requested within “natural” open
space areas, but “natural” open space areas
include two SCE easements and existing
driveway and retaining walls.

PA020074 19173 Live Oak Canyon No grading requested within “natural” open
space areas.

PA040004 30682 Hamilton Trail No grading requested within “natural”” open

space areas, but “natural” open space areas
contain irrigation and drainage pipelines (up
to 8-inch PVC pipes) and a SCE tower and
transmission lines (which requires ground
clearance).

- Applications that requested no improvements with open space area (i.e. “natural’™)

One of the Planning Applications (PA010093), approved by the Planning Commission on December
19, 2001 states that, “It has been determined by the Planning Commission and the Board of
Supervisors during the processing of other projects that approved grading and landscaping for
original development may occur in open space areas.” This Staff Report and Minutes from this
Planning Commission hearing is included as Attachment No. 15.

Based on this information, staff is supportive of the applicant’s proposal to amend the open space
requirement to explicitly allow grading within initial site development as it is consistent with the
historical practice of the County. Additionally, allowing grading during initial site development
could yield in a more aesthetic design that is more compatible with the intent of the F/TSP. This
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would not result in the loss of significant habitat as the F/TSP and State Law have additional
regulations for grading within sensitive biological areas such as Streambeds and Wildlife Corridors.

However, residents at the F/TSP Review Board meetings on April 18, 2012 and May 9, 2012 have
expressed that by removing of the word “natural” would allow golf courses and other recreational
open space areas to be calculated as part of the open space requirement. Staff does not believe that it
was the intent of the Specific Plan to allow for golf courses, tennis courts, etc. to be included in the
open space calculation. Section I11.D.8.7.d states that “Any use not expressly permitted above” are
prohibited. Since golf courses and tennis courts are not expressly stated in any of the permitted
principal or accessory uses in the UAR District, these facilities would be prohibited and therefore not
allowed in the UAR District.

Conforming Amendments

The applicant is proposing two additional amendments to the F/TSP. These amendments are only
proposed to be amended so that they can be consistent with the proposed General Plan Amendments.
The first amendment is located in Section I.E., Relationship to the General Plan, Transition Areas
for Rural Communities. The purpose of this amendment is so that the language is consistent with the
amended General Plan.

The second amendment is located in Section I1.F.1.a, Growth Management Plan. The purpose of this
amendment is so that the language is consistent with the amended Growth Management Plan in the
Transportation Implementation Manual. Since these amendments are only for conforming purposes,
staff is supportive of both of these amendments.

Project Design

The applicant has presented to the Commission, two different plans for the subject property. The first
is the applicant’s proposal, which clusters the 65 units near Santiago Canyon Road and leaves a large
area of undisturbed open space in the northeasterly section of the project area. The other is the “non-
clustered scenario” which, according to the applicant’s engineer, fully complies with all provisions of
the F/TSP. This plan is included as Attachment No. 16. It should be noted that the non-clustered
scenario is not the applicant’s proposal and is used for comparison purposes only.

As mentioned above, the applicant is requesting approval of 3 General Plan Amendments, 12
Specific Plan Amendments and an Area Plan to allow for the development of 65 single-family
residences on an approximate 113.7-acre site. The proposed building sites (lot size less easements)
average 17,166 square feet in size, with a minimum building site size of 12,276 square feet and a
maximum of 25,975 square feet. The project proposes one project entrance that is accessed via
Santiago Canyon Road. As part of the project, improvements will be made to Santiago Canyon Road
to allow for ingress and egress to and from Saddle Crest Homes in consideration of Santiago Canyon
Road’s design speed. The improvements, which will be included as part of the ultimate right-of-way
for Santiago Canyon Road, include the installation of an exclusive northbound right turn pocket and
one exclusive southbound left turn pocket on Santiago Canyon Road, and the installation of one
westbound right turn lane and one westbound left turn lane for traffic exiting Saddle Crest Homes.
Just northeast of the project entrance, the City of Lake Forest controls the entire Santiago Canyon
Road right-of-way. Therefore, some of the proposed improvements discussed about will require
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approval from the City of Lake Forest. Additionally, the project is gated and features a guardhouse.
Internal access to the individual lots is provided by five rural residential streets.

The project includes a reservoir for use of the project site. The project also features two water
detention basins, one used for hydromodification/water quality purposes and the other to be used for
flood control. Additional details about the project design can be found in the Area Plan, Attachment
No. 17, and in the applicable F/TSP Consistency discussions, below.

Project’s F/TSP Consistency

Section 111.G.2.0.c of the F/TSP requires that Planning Staff prepare a consistency checklist for all
entitlements within the F/TSP. This document is included as Attachment No. 18

Goals & Objectives

The F/TSP contains the following five (5) goals that apply to all projects within the F/TSP area (page
I-5):

a. Rural Character/Forest Buffer: To preserve the rural character of the area and provide a
buffer between urban development and the Cleveland National Forest.

b. Resource Preservation: To preserve significant landform, biological and scenic resources.

c. Development Potential: To ensure at least some development potential on each individual
property.

d. Circulation/Infrastructure: To provide for a circulation system and other infrastructure
adequate to serve the ultimate level of development permitted.

e. Equestrian/Recreational Opportunities: To provide equestrian and other recreational
opportunities.

Sections Il and V of the Saddle Crest Homes Area Plan (Attachment No. 16) contain general
information on how the project is consistent with preserving the rural character of the F/TSP area. In
addition to this information, a detailed analysis of how the project responds to the concept of “rural”
in the F/TSP has been prepared by the applicant. This document, “Rural Components of Saddle Crest
Homes” is included as Attachment No. 19 and contains information on:

Streetscape and site planning
Land use planning components
Architecture

Signage and lighting

In order to ensure that these elements are incorporated into the design of the home, Condition of
Approval No. 13 has been added requiring these rural elements to be incorporated into the applicable
applications and/or permits for the project. Based on these rural components that the applicant is
proposing, the discussion of density in relation to “rural character” earlier in this report, and that all
proposed development is approximately 930 feet from property owned by the Forest Service, the
project is consistent with the “rural character/forest buffer” goal and subsequent objectives.
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The applicant is proposing to preserve and place a preservation easement over the 100-foot scenic
setback from Santiago Canyon Road, the designated wildlife corridor and the large 51.1 acre open
space parcel at the northeast corner of the subject site. Therefore, the project is consistent with the
“resource preservation” goal and subsequent objectives.

The applicant is also proposing to subdivide the existing undeveloped property with the number of
units permitted by the F/TSP. Therefore, the project is consistent with the “development potential
goal” and subsequent objectives.

According to the Traffic Study (Appendix K of the Draft EIR), with approval of the proposed
General Plan Amendment, the proposed project will be operating at LOS “A” at all locations along
Santiago Canyon Road within the F/TSP area. Additionally, the project has adequate sewer and water
capacity (further discussion later in the report). Therefore, upon approval of the General Plan
Amendment, the project would be consistent with the “circulation/infrastructure” goal and
subsequent objectives.

Lastly, the applicant is proposing to provide a riding and hiking trail adjacent to Santiago Canyon
Road, as indicated in the F/TSP and as conceptually identified in the General Plan. No other
recreational opportunities are identified in the F/TSP for the project site. Therefore, the project is
consistent with the “equestrian/recreational opportunities” goal and subsequent objectives.

Specific Plan Components

Wildlife Corridors

According to Exhibit 8 below, a Wildlife Corridor, as defined by the F/TSP, passes through the
westerly portion of the project site. Section 11.C.2.0 (Pages 11-10 through 11-15) of the F/TSP requires
a detailed, site specific delineation of the wildlife corridor. The Planning Commission has to make
the determination that “the wildlife corridor analysis meets the requirement of this Component and
the development proposal complies with the corridor protection policies identified [in this Section]”
(Section 11.C.2.2.a.), Page 11-10). This has been included as Finding No. 5.
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Exhibit 8 — Wildlife Corridor

"y -'f"'-:"'\

o

Limastone-Whiting
Wildermess Park

The corridor was mapped by PCR Services Corporation based on ground-truthing and fine-scale
mapping of vegetation cover provided by the coast live oak woodland canopy. The map prepared by
PCR was compared to a digitization of the F/TSP designated Wildlife Corridor. At its narrowest
point, PCR’s mapped corridor is approximately 250 feet in width. However, in accordance with the
F/TSP, the width of the area to be conserved and offered for dedication was increased so that it met
the minimum width of 400 feet. In total, a 4-acre parcel (Lot P) has been designated as the Wildlife
Corridor and will have an open space preservation easement placed over the property. The applicant
is not proposing any structures or grading within the Wildlife Corridor. The applicant is proposing a
Fuel Modification thinning zone within a portion of the Wildlife Corridor. Since a “thinning” zone is
the act of removing understory and trimming trees, that would be a permitted activity within the
Wildlife Corridor. The F/TSP does not prohibit the removal of understory or trimming of trees within
the Wildlife Corridor. In an effort to not disturb animals that would use the corridor at night, the fuel
modification vegetation thinning and trimming of trees within the corridor shall be limited to
daylight hours (Mitigation Measure No. 3.3-5)
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The F/TSP also regulates uses, landscape and structures within 50 feet the designated Wildlife
Corridor. The applicant is proposing the setback area to be a common area landscape buffer that will
be maintained by a homeowner’s association (HOA). The proposed landscape will be native and
comply with the requirements in the F/TSP. No lights are proposed within this setback area and only
open fences up to 40 inches in height would be allowed. Additionally, the development proposal will
direct all lighting away from the wildlife corridor (see Project Design Feature No. PDF-42). Refer to
Exhibit 9, below, for a detail of the Wildlife Corridor. At the edge of the 50-foot setback area, the
applicant is proposing a solid wall for both fire safety and to prohibit access from the individual lots
to the Wildlife Corridor. To ensure that openings from the individual lots are prohibited, Condition of
Approval No. 7 has been added to prohibit any rear fence openings (including gates) facing the
Wildlife Corridor, unless required for public safety, for Lots 58 through 62. With the incorporation of
these Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features and Conditions of Approval, the applicant’s
proposal is consistent with the F/TSP Wildlife Corridor requirements.

Exhibit 9 — Wildlife Corridor Detail
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Oak Woodlands

According to Exhibit 10 (see below), the property contains Oak Woodlands designated areas. The
Draft EIR on Page 3.3-53 indicates that a total of 619 oak trees are existing on the site. The applicant
is proposing to remove 151 oak trees to accommodate the development. As discussed in detail in the
F/TSP “Alternative Oak Tree Mitigation Amendment,” the F/TSP does not prohibit the removal of
oak trees. The applicant is proposing to mitigate the removal of 151 oak trees by planting 281 oak
trees (of which 122 are 15-gallon or larger) and 2,000 acorns. The replacement ratio proposed by the
applicant does not meet the existing F/TSP replacement requirement, but it is considered to be a more
effective mitigation measure than the tree replacement ratio identified in the F/TSP.

Exhibit 10 — Oak Woodlands

FOOTHILL /TRABUCO SPECIFIC PLAN AREA
OAK WOODLANDS

Since the F/TSP was written, research tends to point to restoring oak woodlands with the use of
acorns and these performance enhancing techniques. The accepted mitigation now focuses on
conservation of existing resources (the proposed project would conserve over 70 percent of its oaks)
and tree planting. Tree planting under the State Public Resources Code Section 21083.4 is
encouraged to be in the form of restoring former oak woodlands and monitoring and maintaining it
for seven years. The proposed project’s preferred mitigation approach integrates the latest in
restoration techniques and meets the state mitigation standards. This approach would result in habitat
enhancements, woodland restoration and canopy replacement over time.

The Tree Management and Protection Plan recommends oak mitigation plan follows guidelines
established by focused oak restoration research in California. For example, Bernhardt and Swiecky
(2001) in their research paper Restoring Oak Woodlands in California: Theory and Practice provide a
comprehensive view of oak restoration. They cite many benefits of using acorns, including: direct
planting of acorns has several significant advantages over transplanting. Unlike acorns, container
transplants require space for propagation and care in the nursery; container transplants require more
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effort and care in planting than acorns; when direct-seeded in the field, seedlings of many California
oak species produce a long taproot which can extract moisture from deep in the soil profile (Matsuda
et al., 1989), whereas container-grown nursery stock may have impaired drought tolerance; container
transplants normally require some irrigation, whereas direct-seeded acorns do not; non-indigenous
soil-borne pathogens or insect pests from the nursery may be introduced with the transplants into the
planting site, this risk is negligible for direct-seeded acorns.

Since the applicant’s Tree Management and Preservation Plan will plant container trees within the
scenic corridor and in irrigated landscape areas, and use acorns to restore the preserved Oak
Woodlands, the oak tree mitigation measures in the Tree Management and Preservation Plan are
anticipated to be more effective than the existing replacement ratio found in the F/TSP. The
applicant’s arborist has estimated that between 30 to 75 percent of the acorns will develop into trees.
By using a ratio of 60% the Tree Management and Preservation plan states, “Our conservative
analysis results in a ratio that exceeds the F/TSP” (Page 6). In order to ensure that the “more
effective” mitigation measure yields the same number of oak trees as the replacement ratio in the
F/TSP, Condition of Approval No. 8 has been added that an annual report be provided to the County
for seven (7) years after the initial installation of the oak trees. This report shall document the health
and growth of the planted oak trees. In the event that at the end of 7 years, there are not 1,180 oak
trees of 15-gallon equivalent size (e.g. minimum height of 6 feet, the applicant and/or homeowner’s
association for Saddle Crest Homes shall install the deficient amount of oak trees at a 15-gallon
minimum size. A bond or other improvement security shall be provided as a guarantee for the
proposed mitigation of losses of oak trees.

The F/TSP also has regulations regarding uses adjacent to the preserved oak trees. Project Design
Feature No. PDF-45 will require the applicant to fence off from encroachment from grading and
construction equipment, prohibit grading and fill within the dripline of a preserved oak tree, use
retaining walls to protect the existing grade of oaks trees, and prohibit all surfaces within six feet of
the trunk of an oak tree. With the incorporation of these Conditions of Approval and Project Design
Features, the project is consistent with the amended Oak Woodland requirements.

Streambeds

According to Exhibit 11 (see below), there is a Streambed on the subject property. No improvements
are proposed within the 100-year floodplain boundaries. By clustering the project, the proposal
avoids all impacts (except for fuel modification) within the streambed and the 100-year floodplain.
This design has several hydrologic benefits relative to preservation of existing, natural drainage
patterns and compliance with current water quality regulations when compared with a non-clustered
scenario. By concentrating (clustering) the development footprint, the site’s main drainage along the
easterly boundary would be preserved in its natural state. Therefore, the main drainage course’s
natural flow is maintained, decreasing the potential to affect downstream drainages with increased
flows, velocities and sedimentation caused by filling drainages and conveying runoff through storm
drain facilities. By incorporating two detention basins into the project design, the proposed run-off
velocities will be at or below existing flows, therefore, the project is consistent with all provisions
pertaining to Streambeds.
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Exhibit 11 — Streambeds
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Major Ridgelines and Major Rock Outcroppings

The proposed project is not located within 200 feet horizontally or 50 feet vertically of a major
ridgeline or major rock outcropping, as identified on Exhibit 11-6 of the F/TSP. Therefore, the
requirements found in this section are not applicable to the subject property.

Scenic Roadway Corridors

The project is located along Santiago Canyon Road and therefore, the Scenic Roadway Corridor
applies to the subject property. The F/TSP requires that a 100-foot scenic setback be required and to
provide a detailed viewshed analysis from this public road. The applicant is proposing a setback of
140 feet.

Additionally, the applicant prepared a viewshed analysis and is located in Exhibits 111-5 through I11-8
of the attached Area Plan. Based on these simulations, the proposal will remove oak trees and
unsightly overhead utility lines near the right-of-way. The applicant will landscape most of the 100-
foot setback area, including the planting of new oak trees. Some homes, particularly lots 15 through
19 and 65 will be visible from Santiago Canyon Road. The slope and setback will only likely conceal
about 5 feet of the proposed house (if it was built at the setback line). It is recommended that these
homes have enhanced architectural detail and massing, rather than just a simple box design. The
following architectural elements are included in Condition of Approval No. 9:

e Within 20 feet of side yards and 40 feet of rear yards facing the scenic corridor setback for
Santiago Canyon Road, construction shall be limited to 15 feet in height.
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e The articulation (window trim, colors, details, etc.) on the sides and rear elevations visible
from Santiago Canyon Road shall have the same level of detail as the front elevation of the
home.

e The side or rear elevations visible from Santiago Canyon road shall have a minimum of one
(1) pop-out side hip, gable or side roof form (2 foot minimum dimension).

Based on a review of the view simulations and with the incorporation of this condition, staff finds the
project to be consistent with the Scenic Roadway Corridor section of the F/TSP.

Water and Wastewater

The project is served by the Trabuco Canyon Water District (TCWD). As mentioned in Section 11.D.
of the F/TSP, Santiago Canyon Road has connections to adequate water and sewer services. The
applicant has obtained a letter stating that they have the ability to provide water and sewer service to
the project. This letter is included as Attachment No. 20. The proposal includes a two-million gallon
water reservoir that will be used for the project site and possible provide emergency water services to
existing residences in the area. As mentioned in Project Design feature No. 47, the proposed
reservoir will be screened by landscape and the reservoir will be painted to blend into the
surrounding environment.

Additionally, the applicant is proposing an off-site water line, which is recommended by TCWD as
an alternative to an on-site pump station. This water line, if installed, will be required to obtain the
proper approvals from the County. At this time, the applicant has indicated that no trees will be
removed for the installation of this water line. However, Condition of Approval No. 10 has been
added that in the event that a tree is to be removed, a Tree Management and Preservation Plan shall
be submitted and reviewed by the County. With the incorporation of these Project Design Features
and Conditions of Approval, the project is consistent with the Water and Wastewater sections of the
F/TSP.

Schools

The project is served by Saddleback Valley Unified School District (SVUSD). According to Section
11.D.3.0 of the F/TSP, all projects in excess of 75 gross acres or more shall be evaluated by the school
district for the possible inclusion of an elementary school site. However, SVUSD has experienced
declining enrollment since 2003. As stated on Page 3.12-10 of the Draft EIR, SVUSD has adequate
capacity to handle the students anticipated to be generated by the proposed project. Additionally,
Mitigation Measure No. 3.12-3 will require that prior to the issuance of a building permit, the
applicant shall pay all applicable school fees in accordance with State Law. Therefore the project is
consistent with the School section of the F/TSP.

Fire and Library Services

The F/TSP requires that all new developments participate in the fee for Fire and Library services.
Mitigation Measure No. MM 3.12-2 will require that the applicant shall comply with the fee program
for the Foothill Ranch Library. However, Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) has verified that the
development fee for the fire station (Station No. 42) has been fulfilled. Therefore, no development
fee would be required for Fire Stations.
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The proposed clustered design was created by using site-specific wildland fire protection measures,
which are also utilized by the United States Forest Service. The specific tactics, known as MIST
(Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics), were utilized to limit the wildland impacts of proposed
project’s fire protection measures (i.e., fuel modification zones). The Precise Fuel Modification Plan
(Refer to Exhibit V-1 in the Area Plan) for the proposed project uses state-of-the-art fire management
tools to limit the amount of fuel modification for the project, while still ensuring the level of fire
protection that is vital to the community. Through the use of BEHAVE (a fire behavior prediction
and fuel modeling system), the proposed project’s fuel modification zones were specifically tailored
to maximize the protection of the site and the surrounding area, and to minimize impact on the
wildland area. The resulting site plan clusters the home sites on the project site.

This type of design is preferred by OCFA as there is less vegetation to burn in between the dwellings
(refer to comment no. A5 in the Final EIR). The non-clustered scenario, which fully complies with
the F/TSP, increases the response time and would expose more dwellings to burnable vegetation (i.e.
fuel). It would be more difficult to provide fire protection to a project that incorporates the non-
clustered scenario (which complies with the F/TSP) than it would to provide fire protection to the
proposed project. With the incorporation of these Mitigation Measures, the proposal is consistent
with the Fire and Library Services sections of the F/TSP.

Recreation Component

The F/TSP indicates that a Class Il Bikeway, Santiago Canyon Road Bikeway, and the Santiago
Creek Riding and Hiking Trail run through or adjacent to the project site. Santiago Canyon Road
presently has a Class Il Bikeway. The applicant’s proposal will slightly alter the design and location
of the bikeway to accommodate the proposed turn lanes.

The applicant is also proposing a 16-foot wide trail easement adjacent to the Santiago Canyon Road
right-of-way. Within this trail is an open rail fence, a 10-foot wide decomposed granite base and a ‘v’
ditch adjacent to the other side of the trail. Even though this trail is required by the F/TSP, it does not
connect to another trail once it leaves the project site. As described in Mitigation Measure No. 3.9-1,
the proposed trail will need to meet OC Parks’ requirements for trails. The applicant has committed
to fully constructing the riding and hiking trail. In order to ensure that this is completed in a timely
manner, Condition of Approval No. 11 has been added that the riding and hiking trail shall be
constructed to the satisfaction of the Manager, OC Parks, prior to the issuance of a certificate of
occupancy for the first residence. With the incorporation of these Conditions of Approval and
Mitigation Measures, the project is consistent with the Recreation Component of the F/TSP.

Phasing Component
Since the project’s main access is from Santiago Canyon Road and the project is located outside of

the Subareas indicated in Exhibit 11-9, the requirements for the phasing component are not applicable
to the proposed project.
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Below is a table comparing the existing and amended site development standards for “Upper Aliso
Residential” (UAR) District with project proposed by the applicant:

Project Comparison with “Upper Aliso Residential”” District Site Development Standards

STANDARD EXISTING UAR PROPOSED UAR PROPOSED PROJECT
STANDARDS STANDARDS

. . 1 acre average; No average*; 17,166 sq. ft. avg.;
Building Site Area Y% acre min. 8,000 sqg. ft. min. 12,276 sq. ft. min.
Scenic Roadway
Setback (Santiago) 100 feet 100 feet +/- 140 feet
Building Site Depth 100 feet min. 100 feet min. +/- 123 feet
Building Site Width 80 feet min. 80 feet min. +/- 85 feet
Grading per Unit 3,000 C.Y. None* 13,077 C.Y.

30 feet for private roads

Maximum Height of serving two of more None* 93 feet
Cut or Fill Slopes units 93 feet
10 feet all other locations
49.0% “natural” OS
0 13 ” 0
Open Space (OS) 66% “natural” OS 66% OS 20.2% OS

* If project would result in greater overall protection of environmental resources

The proposed lot sizes with a minimum building site area of 12,276 square feet and an average of
17,166 square feet are larger than the adjacent Santiago Canyon Estates development. Even though
that development was grandfathered into the F/TSP, it has a minimum lot size of 10,005 square feet
and average lot size of 15,724 square feet. The other subdivision that was grandfathered into the
UAR district was the Zadeh subdivision. This subdivision has a minimum lot size of 14,531 square
feet and an average lot size of 46,114 square feet.

It should be noted that individual home setbacks are not proposed at this time. The applicant will
submit Site Development Permits for the construction of individual homes later. With the applicant’s
proposed amendments, it needs to be determined that a proposal can demonstrate “superior
environmental protection” when compared to a project that complied with the standard requirements
of the F/TSP.

By clustering the homes, the proposed project is responding to more recently developed
environmental planning techniques, especially in relation to oak tree preservation/mitigation, low
impact development hydrological techniques, and fire management techniques that have evolved
since the 2007 wildfire, as mentioned above. By preserving larger, connected areas of open space, the
proposal would limit the overall extent of land disturbance and preserve some sensitive natural
communities. Additionally, the California Department of Fish and Game has indicated that the
“Project would result in a larger contiguous block of preserved habitat adjacent to the [Cleveland
National Forest], and thereby avoids the most disruptive edge-effects of the non-clustered scenario”
(See Comment Al in the Final EIR).

Based on the information above, the proposal is consistent with the amended development standards
in the Upper Aliso District.
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Landscape Guidelines

The F/TSP requires that an applicant submit a preliminary landscape plan with an Area Plan (Section
I11.E.1.0.b., Page 111-76). The applicant’s preliminary landscape plan is Exhibit V-2 in the Area Plan.
This identifies a plant list and indicates which plants are to be used in Fuel Modification zones. The
landscape architect has indicated that the Preliminary Landscape Plan has generally chosen plants
from the F/TSP Plant Palette. However, the F/TSP Plant Palette is only a guideline rather than
regulatory. Lastly, Plants within the fuel modification area are subject to the review and approval of
OCFA, whose plant palette supersedes the F/TSP. Condition of Approval No. 12 has been added,
requiring landscape plan check prior to grading permit issuance and requiring that the landscape be
installed prior to issuance of a Certificate of Use and Occupancy. This condition is required in
Section I11.E.1.0.b. of the F/TSP. With the incorporation of this Condition of Approval, the proposal
is consistent with this section of the F/TSP.

REFERRAL FOR COMMENT AND PUBLIC NOTICE

A Notice of Hearing was mailed to all property owners of record within 300 feet of the subject site,
all property owners within the F/TSP, and all interested parties for the project on July 13, 2012.
Additionally, a notice was posted at the County Hall of Administration and at the 300 N. Flower
Osborne Building, and a notice was published in the Orange County Register, as required by
established public hearing posting procedures. Copies of the planning application were distributed for
review and comment to County Divisions, Orange County Fire Authority and the F/TSP Review
Board.

It should be noted that the applicant has voluntarily requested that the public notice extend beyond
the typical 300-foot radius from the project site. A Notice of Draft EIR Availability was mailed to all
property owners within the UAR District and the notice for public hearing was mailed to all property
owners within the F/TSP area. The applicant has also done extensive outreach for this project,
including voluntarily noticing portions of Portola Hills, within the City of Lake Forest. A summary
of their outreach is provided as Attachment No. 21

As mentioned in the CEQA section above, staff has received 68 comments on the Draft EIR, mostly
in opposition to the project. Between the publication of the Final EIR and the date of this report, staff
has received one comment letter in support of the project. This letter is included is Attachment No.
22.

The F/TSP Review Board held two public hearings for the project on April 18, 2012 and on May 9,
2012. The Review Board recommended denial of the project by a 4-0 vote. As of the date of this
Staff Report, the F/TSP Review Board has not provided minutes to the County for either of these
meetings. However, transcripts for both of these meeting are included in the Final EIR, Transcripts
Nos. 1 and 2.

The project was also heard before the Regional Recreational Trails Advisory Committee on May 21,
2012. The Committee discussed the project and informally recommended that the applicant install
some form of barrier separating the proposed trail from Santiago Canyon Road right-of-way and that
the ‘v’ ditch adjacent to the trail have a rounded bottom to protect horses and cyclists that may
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accidentally step off of the trail. As a result, the applicant added Project Design Feature Nos. 51 and
52 incorporating these recommendations.

NEXT STEPS FOR PROJECT

Should the Planning Commission recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors, Vesting
Tentative Tract Map No. 17388 would be heard before the Subdivision Committee, prior to the
Board of Supervisors hearing.

Within a few days before the publishing of this Staff Report, the applicant has requested that the
County publish and disperse a voluntary Notice of Availability of the Final EIR soliciting further
comments on three issues (refer to Attachment No. 23). The applicant and staff request the Planning
Commission proceed with the scheduled hearing. If the voluntary solicitation of further comments
results in any significant new environmental issues or the necessity of recirculation of the EIR as
required by CEQA, the project would be brought back to the Planning Commission for further
proceedings. Otherwise, it would proceed to the Board of Supervisors for Public Hearing.

CONCLUSION:

Staff has reviewed the applicant’s General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment and Area
Plan requests and found them to be compliant with the intent of the General Plan, County of Orange
Zoning Code and the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan. Staff is recommending approval of the
proposed project.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

OC Planning recommends that the Planning Commission:

a) Receive staff report and public testimony as appropriate;

b) Recommend to the Board of Supervisors that FEIR 661 is adequate and satisfies the
requirements of CEQA; and

¢) Recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors of Planning Application PA110027 for the
General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment to the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan,
and Area Plan, subject to the attached recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval.

Respectfully submitted,

-

Rick LeFeuvre, Director
OC Planning
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. Applicant Outreach Summary

. Letter of Support from Dr. Victor Rafa

. Voluntary Notice of Availability



Appendix A
Findings
PA110027

DEVELOPMENT AND DESIGN
1 GUIDELINES PA110027 (Custom)

That the proposed project is in compliance with the Foothill/Trabuco Specific
Plan Development and Design Guidelines, as amended.

2 FITSP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES PA110027 (Custom)

That the proposed project is consistent with the goals and objectives of the
Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan, as amended.

UPPER ALISO RESIDENTIAL
DISTRICT

That the proposed project is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Upper Aliso
Residential (UAR) District, as amended.

3 PA110027 (Custom)

TREE MANAGEMENT AND
4 PRESERVATION PLAN PA110027 (Custom)

That the Tree Management and Preservation Plan satisfies the related requirements of
the Foothill/Trabuco Specific Plan, as amended.

5 WILDLIFE CORRIDOR PA110027 (Custom)

That the wildlife corridor analysis meets the requirements of the Resources Overlay
Component and that the development proposal complies with the corridor protection
policies identified in the same Component.

6 SPECIFIC PLAN COMPONENTS PA110027 (Custom)

The proposed project is in compliance with the applicable F/TSP Specific Plan
Components.

7 AAO1 GENERAL PLAN PA110027 (Custom)

That the use or project proposed is consistent with the objectives, policies, and general
land uses and programs specified in the General Plan (as amended), including the
intent Transportation Element including the Viewscape Corridor component, adopted
pursuant to the State Planning and Zoning Law.
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8 AAO2 ZONING PA110027

That the use, activity or improvement(s) proposed, subject to the specified conditions,
is consistent with the provisions of the Zoning Code, or specific plan regulations
applicable to the property.

9 AAOS COMPATIBILITY PA110027

That the location, size, design and operating characteristics of the proposed use will
not create unusual conditions or situations that may be incompatible with other
permitted uses in the vicinity.

10 AAO4 GENERAL WELFARE PA110027

That the application will not result in conditions or circumstances contrary to the public
health and safety and the general welfare.

11 AAOS PUBLIC FACILITIES PA110027

That the approval of the permit application is in compliance with Codified Ordinance
Section 7-9-711 regarding public facilities (fire station, library, sheriff, etc.).

12 ED10 PROJECT LEVEL EIR PA110027 (Custom)

That Final EIR No. 661 is recommended to be complete and adequate and has been
completed on compliance with the requirements of CEQA for the proposed project, and
the proposed project is recommended to be approved, based on the following findings:
A. The County of Orange, as Lead Agency, has reviewed and considered the
information in the EIR;

B. The certification of the Final EIR for the project reflects the independent judgment
and analysis of the lead agency.

C. The decision-maker adopts the proposed resolution, which include(s):
1. Findings for each of the significant impacts identified in the Final EIR;

2. A Statement of Overriding Consideration (if one or more impacts cannot be mitigated
to a level below significant); and,

3. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

13 EF02 FISH & GAME - SUBJECT PA110027 (Custom)

That pursuant to Section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code, this project is
subject to the required fees as it has been determined that potential adverse impacts to
wildlife resources may result from the project. However, with the incorporation of the
project’s Mitigation Measures and Project Design Features, the impact will be
considered to be less than significant.
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14 ENO2 NCCP SIGNIFICANT PA110027 (Custom)

That the project has the potential of adversely affecting significant Coastal Sage Scrub
habitat and therefore, with the incorporation of the applicable Mitigation Measures and
Project Design Features, does not preclude the ability to implement the subregional
Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Program.
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Appendix B
Conditions of Approval
PA110027

12701 BASIC/ZONING REGULATIONS PA110027

This approval constitutes approval of the proposed project only to the extent that the
project complies with the Orange County Zoning Code and any other applicable zoning
regulations. Approval does not include any action or finding as to compliance or
approval of the project regarding any other applicable ordinance, regulation or
requirement.

22702 BASIC/TIME LIMIT PA110027

This approval is valid for a period of 36 months from the date of final determination. If
the use approved by this action is not established within such period of time, this
approval shall be terminated and shall thereafter be null and void.

3203 BASIC/PRECISE PLAN PA110027

Except as otherwise provided herein, this permit is approved as a precise plan. If the
applicant proposes changes regarding the location or alteration of any use or structure,
the applicant shall submit a changed plan to the Director, OC Planning, for approval. If
the Director, OC Planning, determines that the proposed change complies with the
provisions and the spirit and intent of the original approval action, and that the action
would have been the same for the changed plan as for the approved plot plan, he may
approve the changed plan without requiring a new public hearing.

4 704 BASIC/COMPLIANCE PA110027

Failure to abide by and faithfully comply with any and all conditions attached to this
approving action shall constitute grounds for the revocation of said action by the
Orange County Planning Commission.
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52705 INDEMNIFICATION PA110027

Applicant shall defend with counsel approved by the County of Orange in writing,
indemnify and hold harmless the County of Orange, its officers, agents and employees
from any claim, action or proceeding against the County, its officers, agents or
employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul any approval of the application or related
decision, or the adoption of any environmental documents, findings or other
environmental determination, by the County of Orange, its Board of Supervisors,
Planning Commission, Zoning Administrator, Director of OC Public Works, or Director
of Planning concerning this application. The County may, at its sole discretion,
participate in the defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve applicant
of his/her obligations under this condition. Applicant shall reimburse the County for any
court costs and attorneys fees that the County may be required to pay as a result of
such action. The County shall promptly notify the applicant of any such claim, action or
proceeding.

6 206 BASIC/APPEAL EXACTIONS PA110027

Pursuant to Government Code Section 66020, the applicant is hereby informed that the
90-day approval period in which the applicant may protest the fees, dedications,
reservations or other exactions imposed on this project through the conditions of
approval has begun.

7 REAR YARD FENCE OPENING PA110027 (Custom)
PROHIBITION

Fence openings (including gates) shall be prohibited in the rear yard facing the Wildlife
Corridor for Lots 58, 59, 60, 61 and 62, unless required for public safety purposes. This
shall be clearly indicated in the precise grading and building plan checks for these lots.

8 OAK TREE ANNUAL REPORT AND PA110027 (Custom)
REPLACEMENT

After the initial installation of the oak trees per the approved Tree Management and
Preservation Plan, a report shall be provided to the County on an annual basis for
seven (7) years. This report shall document the health and growth of the planted oak
trees, including the acorns. In the event that at the end of 7 years, there are not 1,180
oak trees of 15-gallon equivalent size (e.g. minimum height of 6 feet), the applicant
and/or homeowner’s association for Saddle Crest Homes shall install the deficient
amount of oak trees in accordance with the professional arborist’s recommendation.

Prior to the issuance of a rough grading permit, a bond or other improvement security

shall be provided as a guarantee for the proposed mitigation of losses of oak trees,
subject to the satisfaction of the Manager, OC Planning.
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9 SCENIC CORRIDOR ARCHITECTURAL PA110027 (Custom)
ELEMENTS

Prior to the issuance of a building permit for Lots nos. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 65, the
applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Manager, OC Planning, that the
following architectural features are incorporated into the houses on these six (6) lots:

e Within 20 feet of the side yard property line facing the scenic corridor
setback and 40 feet of rear yard property line facing the scenic corridor setback
for Santiago Canyon Road, construction shall be limited to 15 feet in height
(measured from finished grade).

e The articulation (window trim, colors, details, etc.) on the sides and rear
elevations visible from Santiago Canyon Road shall have the same level of
detail as the front elevation of the home.

e The side or rear elevations visible from Santiago Canyon road shall have a
minimum of one (1) pop-out side hip, gable or side roof form (2 foot minimum
dimension).

10 TREE REMOVAL FOR OFF-SITE  PA110027 (Custom)
WATER LINE

In the event that one or more trees is to be removed to accommodate the off-site water
line, a Tree Management and Preservation Plan prepared in accordance to the
requirements found in the F/TSP shall be submitted and reviewed by the County,
subject to the satisfaction of the Manager, OC Planning.

11 RIDING AND HIKING TRAIL PA110027 (Custom)
INSTALLATION TIMING

Prior to the issuance of precise grading permits, plans for the riding and hiking trail
shall be approved by the Manager, OC Planning in consultation with the Manager, OC
Parks.

The riding and hiking trail shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the Manager, OC

Parks, prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the first residential
dwelling (not including a model home complex).
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12 LANDSCAPE PLAN CHECKS AND PA110027 (Custom)
INSTALLATION

All areas as identified as "Revegetated/Graded Open Space”, "Fuel Modification Open
Space” (except for Fuel Modification thinning zones), and "Water Quality Open Space"
in the Open Space Plan in the approved Area Plan (Exhibit 111-9) shall be landscaped,
equipped for irrigation, and improved in accordance with an approved plan as stated
below:

A. Agreement and Surety: Prior to the recordation of a subdivision map (except maps
for financing and conveyance only), the subdivider shall enter into an agreement and
post financial security guaranteeing installation and maintenance of landscape
improvements.

B. Preliminary Plan: Prior to recordation of a subdivision map, the subdivider shall
obtain approval from the Manager, Permit Services of a preliminary landscape plan
showing major plant material and uses, and a cost estimate for the landscape
improvements. Said plan shall take into account the previously approved landscape
plan for Saddle Crest Homes, the County Standard Plans for landscape areas, adopted
plant palette guides, applicable scenic and specific plan requirements, water
conservation measures contained in the County of Orange Landscape Code (Ord. No.
09-010).

C. Detailed Plan: Prior to the issuance of any building permits(s) (except for model
home sites) for a particular phase, the applicant shall submit a detailed landscape plan
showing the detailed irrigation and landscaping design for said phase for approval to
the Manager, Permit Services.

D. Installation Certification: Prior to approval of final inspection and the release of the
financial security guaranteeing the landscape improvements, the applicant shall install
said improvements for the particular phase and have the installation certified by a
licensed landscape architect or licensed landscape contractor, as having been installed
in accordance with the approved detailed plans.

E. Prior to final inspection approval, the applicant shall furnish said installation
certification, including an irrigation management report for each landscape irrigation
system, and any other required implementation report determined applicable, to the
Manager, Construction, and the Manager, Permit Services.

F. Prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the first house (except for
model sites), the applicant shall install said improvements within the Santiago Canyon
Road Scenic Corridor Setback and have the installation certified by a licensed
landscape architect or licensed landscape contractor, as having been installed in
accordance with the approved detailed plans.
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13 RURAL COMPONENTS PA110027 (Custom)

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide documentation to
the Manager, OC Planning detailing compliance with Attachment No. 19, "Rural
Components of Saddle Crest Homes."

14 MITIGATION MONITORING PA110027 (Custom)

Applicant shall comply with the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,
including all Mitigation Measures and Project Design Features, for subject project as
provided in EIR No. 661.

15 PARK FEES PA110027 (Custom)

Prior to the issuance of each Building Permit, applicable Park Fees for the new houses
will be required to be paid to the County.

16 STREET IMPROVEMENTS PA110027 (Custom)

Prior to the recordation of a subdivision map, the subdivider shall design the public and
private improvements indicated on the Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 17388 and
dedicate to the County of Orange any right-of-way necessary to accomplish this, all in a
manner meeting the approval of the Manager, Traffic Engineering.

Prior to the recordation of a subdivision map, the subdivider shall design and construct,
or provide evidence of an acceptable form of financial security, the following
improvements in accordance with plans and specifications meeting the approval of the
Manager, Permit Services:

A. Streets, bus stops, on-road bicycle trails, street names, signs, striping and stenciling.
All underground traffic signal conduits (e.g., signals, phones, power, loop detectors,
etc.) and other appurtenances (e.g., pull boxes, etc.) needed for future traffic signal
construction, and for future interconnection with adjacent intersections, all in
accordance with plans and specifications meeting the approval of the Manager, Permit
Services.

B. The water distribution system and appurtenances that shall also conform to the
applicable laws and adopted regulations enforced by the County Fire Chief, or other
Local Fire Agency (if applicable).

C. Underground utilities (including gas, cable, electrical and telephone), streetlights,
and mailboxes.

Said improvements shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the Manager, OC
Inspection prior to the first certificate of use and occupancy.
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17 INTERNAL PROJECT CIRCULATION PA110027 (Custom)

A. Prior to the recordation of a subdivision map, the subdivider shall provide plans and
specifications meeting the approval of the Manager, Permit Services, for the design of
the internal street common private drive system.

B. Prior to the issuance of building permits, on a phased basis, the applicant shall
construct the above improvements in a manner meeting the approval of the Manager,
OC Inspection.

18 ADMINISTRATIVE SITE PA110027 (Custom)
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Approval of an Administrative Site Development Permit shall be required for the
development of each phase, or grouping of phases, and a note to this effect shall be
included on the recorded Tentative Tract Map, subject to review and approval by the
Manager, OC Planning.

A Conceptual Landscape Plan shall be submitted and approved as part of the
Administrative Site Development Permit process. The Conceptual Landscape Plan
shall consist of vegetation species that are included on the approved list of native
landscaping materials permitted within the project area, per Exhibit V-2 of the Area
Plan for this proposed project.

19 MANUFACTURED SLOPES PA110027 (Custom)

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, it shall be demonstrated to the satisfaction of
the Manager, Permit Services, that all manufactured slopes greater than 30 vertical feet
will require a 6 foot wide terrace drain (at mid-slope); slopes 60 vertical feet (or greater)
will require a 12 foot wide terrace drain (at the lowest terrace) if two terraces are
required.

20 RETAINING WALL PERMIT PA110027 (Custom)
REQUIRED

Retaining wall permits will be required for conventional retaining walls adjacent to the
proposed water tanks.

21 RETENTION BASINS SCREENING PA110027 (Custom)
AND SECURITY

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, it shall be demonstrated that security and
screening for the retention basins shall be provided, subject to the satisfaction of the
Manager, Permit Services.
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22 PROJECTS IN AREAS WITH STEEP PA110027 (Custom)
SLOPES

Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permits, the applicant shall include an
analysis of any proposed drainage facilities when the average slope exceeds 25% and
discharges onto adjacent property to compare the pre- and post-project manner and
volume in which natural runoff crosses the adjacent property, in a manner meeting the
satisfaction of the Manager, Permit Services.

23 D03 DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS PA110027

A. Prior to the recordation of a subdivision map (except maps for financing and
conveyance purposes only) or prior to the issuance of any grading permits, whichever
comes first, the applicant shall in a manner meeting the approval of the Manager,
Permit Services:

1) Design provisions for surface drainage; and

2) Design all necessary storm drain facilities extending to a satisfactory point of
disposal for the proper control and disposal of storm runoff; and

3) Dedicate the associated easements to the County of Orange, if determined
necessary.

B. Prior to the recordation of a subdivision map (except maps for financing and
conveyance purposes only) or prior to the approval of final inspection, whichever
occurs first, said improvements shall be constructed, or provide evidence of financial
security (such as bonding), in a manner meeting the approval of the Manager,
Inspection.

24 D04 DRAINAGE OFFSITE PA110027

Prior to the recordation of a subdivision map or prior to the issuance of any grading
permit, whichever comes first, and if determined necessary by the Manager, Permit
Services, the applicant shall record a letter of consent, from the upstream and/or
downstream property owners permitting drainage diversions and/or unnatural
concentrations. The form of the letter of consent shall be approved by the Manager,
Permit Services prior to recordation of the letter.
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25 FPO05 FUEL MODIFICATION PLAN PA110027 (Custom)
Service Codes: PR120-PR124

A. Prior to the recordation of a subdivision map (except for conveyance purposes) or
the issuance of a preliminary grading permit (whichever occurs first), the applicant must
provide the Manager, Permit Services with a clearance from OCFA demonstrating
approval of a conceptual fuel modification plan.

B. Prior to the issuance of a precise grading permit, the applicant must provide the
Manager, Permit Services with a clearance from OCFA, or other Local Fire Agency (if
applicable), demonstrating approval of a precise fuel modification plan.

26 FP13 FIRE MASTER PLAN PA110027 (Custom)

A. TENTATIVE TRACT MAP: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant
must provide the Manager, Permit Services with a clearance from OCFA indicating that
a Fire Master Plan has been prepared that complies with Fire Code Chapter 5 and
Guideline B-09.

B. SITE ACCESS: Prior to the issuance of any grading permit (with the exception of
initial mass grading of a large scale project), the applicant shall provide the Manager,
Permit Services with a clearance from OCFA indicating that a Fire Master Plan has
been prepared that complies with Guideline B-09 including identification of access to
and within the project area. *Note-refer to the OCFA website to obtain a copy of
Guideline B-09 for information regarding the submittal requirements.

C: LUMBER DROP: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant must
provide the Manager, Permit Services with a clearance from OCFA allowing the
introduction of combustible materials into the project area.

D: Prior to the approval of final inspection, the applicant must provide the Manager,
Permit Services with a clearance from OCFA confirming that the approved fuel
modification plan has been installed and completed.

27 FP14 AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLER PA110027 (Custom)
SYSTEMS

A. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide the
Manager, Permit Services with a copy of the OCFA approved Fire Master Plan
or site plan indicating that an approved automatic fire sprinkler system will be
provided.

B. Prior to the final inspection approval, this system shall be operational in a
manner meeting the approval of the Fire Chief.
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28 G02 CROSS LOT DRAINAGE PA110027

Prior to the recordation of a subdivision map or prior to the issuance of any grading
permit, whichever comes first, and if determined necessary by the Manager, Permit
Services, the applicant shall record a letter of consent from the affected property
owners permitting offsite grading, cross lot drainage, drainage diversions and/or
unnatural concentrations. The applicant shall obtain approval of the form of the letter of
consent from the Manager, Permit Services before recordation of the letter.

29 WQO04 STORMWATER POLLUTION PA110027
PREVENTION PLAN

Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permits, the applicant shall demonstrate
compliance with California’s General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with
Construction Activity by providing a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the
State Water Resources Control Board and a copy of the subsequent notification of the
issuance of a Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) Number; or other proof of filing in
a manner meeting the satisfaction of the Manager, Permit Intake. Projects subject to
this requirement shall prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP). A copy of the current SWPPP shall be kept at the project site and be
available for County review on request.

30 WQO05 EROSION AND SEDIMENT PA110027 (Custom)
CONTROL PLAN

Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permit, the applicant shall submit a
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) in a manner meeting approval of the
Manager, Permit Services, to demonstrate compliance with the County’s NPDES
Implementation Program and state water quality regulations for grading and
construction activities. The ESCP shall identify how all construction materials, wastes,
grading or demolition debris, and stockpiles of soil, aggregates, soil amendments, etc.
shall be properly covered, stored, and secured to prevent transport into local drainages
or coastal waters by wind, rain, tracking, tidal erosion or dispersion. The ESCP shall
also describe how the applicant will ensure that all BMPs will be maintained during
construction of any future public right-of-ways. The ESCP shall be updated as needed
to address the changing circumstances of the project site. A copy of the current ESCP
shall be kept at the project site and be available for County review on request.
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31 WQO08 INTERIM HYDROMODIFICATION PA110027 (Custom)
CRITERIA FOR PRIORITY
PROJECTS IN SAN DIEGO

Effective December 16, 2010, all priority projects located in the San Diego Region of
the California Water Quality Control Board shall be subject to the Interim
Hydromodification Criteria set forth in Order No. R9-2009-0002.

Prior to issuance of grading or building permits, studies or reports that demonstrate one
of the following shall be submitted to and approved by the Manager, Permit Services:

1. The project is exempt from the Criteria; or

2. Compliance with the Interim Hydromodification Criteria contained in this Order and
requirements of the Interim Hydromodification program adopted by the County of
Orange.
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